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Reading	  is	   internationally	  recognised	  as	  a	  mediating	  factor	   in	  the	  life	  outcomes	  of	   individuals	  
and	  the	  continuing	  failure	  of	  Australian	  children	  to	  attain	  the	  same	  level	  of	  literacy	  as	  children	  
in	   other	   Western	   countries	   is	   an	   ongoing	   concern.	   	   Within	   the	   continuum	   of	   reading	  
development,	   there	   are	   some	   children	   who	   experience	   more	   difficulty	   than	   their	   peers	   in	  
acquiring	  reading	  skills	  and	  these	  children	  are	  at	  even	  greater	  risk	  of	  poor	  life	  outcomes	  if	  they	  
do	  not	  receive	  appropriate	  instruction.	  Research	  demonstrates	  that	  professional	  learning	  is	  an	  
effective	  way	  of	  enhancing	   teachers’	   knowledge	  and	  practice	  and,	   therefore,	   the	  purpose	  of	  
this	  study	  was	  to	  evaluate	  the	  efficacy	  of	  a	  professional	  learning	  program	  designed	  to	  improve	  
teachers’	  pedagogical	  content	  knowledge	  (PCK)	  and	  practices	  in	  reading	  instruction.	  	  	  
The	   research	   utilised	   a	   mixed-­‐method	   approach	   to	   data	   collection	   including	   case	   study	  
methodology,	   as	   this	   enabled	   the	   Researcher	   to	   answer	   the	   ‘how’	   and	   ‘why’	   of	   a	   social	  
phenomenon	  by	  providing	  elaborated	  information	  on	  the	  context	  of	  the	  professional	  learning	  
program	  that	  was	  being	  explored.	  	  Case	  study	  teachers	  were	  selected	  from	  a	  broader	  group	  of	  
participants	  in	  a	  multi-­‐school	  professional	  learning	  project.	  	  Six	  teachers	  in	  three	  schools,	  two	  
per	   school,	   volunteered	   to	   take	   part	   in	   the	   research.	   	   Data	   were	   drawn	   from	   the	   overall	  
professional	  learning	  program	  to	  provide	  contextual	  information	  for	  the	  case	  studies,	  and	  the	  
researcher	  conducted	  classroom	  observation	  and	  interviews	  with	  the	  case	  study	  teachers	  over	  
18	  months	   to	   determine	  whether	   changes	   to	   pedagogical	   content	   knowledge	   resulted	   from	  
their	  involvement	  in	  the	  Project.	  	  
This	   research	   highlighted	   some	   of	   the	   multiple	   factors	   that	   influence	   how	   teachers	   engage	  
with	   and	   enact	   information	   from	   professional	   learning.	   	   These	   influences	   include	   teachers’	  
beliefs	  about	  reading	  teaching	  and	  learning,	  including	  philosophical	  beliefs	  about	  how	  reading	  
should	   be	   taught	   and	   pragmatic	   beliefs	   about	   the	   best	   way	   to	   teach	   children	   experiencing	  
difficulties	  with	   reading.	   	   In	   the	  context	  of	   this	   study,	   the	  historicity	  of	  beliefs	  about	   reading	  
teaching	   and	   learning	   were	   of	   particular	   relevance	   to	   the	   way	   teachers	   engaged	   with	   the	  
professional	   learning.	   	  Of	  particular	  note	  were	  the	  individual	  factors	  that	  influenced	  how	  one	  
individual’s	   response	   to	   professional	   learning	   differed	   from	   another.	   	   These	   included	   the	  
perceived	   relevance	   of	   the	   information	   on	   the	   basis	   of	   the	   teacher’s	   prior	   experience,	   self-­‐
efficacy,	  learning	  orientation	  and	  existing	  PCK.	  	  Contextual	  factors	  such	  as	  the	  resources	  in	  the	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CHAPTER	  1: INTRODUCTION	  
Learning	   to	   read	   is	   one	   of	   the	  most	   significant	   achievements	   in	   children’s	   lives	   because,	   as	  
Konza	   (2006)	   succinctly	   states,	   “reading	   is	   a	   life	   skill”	   (p.	   viii).	   	   Lyon	   (2001)	   asserts	   that	  
inadequate	   reading	   skills	   impact	  not	  only	  on	   individuals’	   lives	  but	  also	  on	   society	   in	  general,	  
and	  suggests	  that	  reading	  failure	  is	  in	  fact	  a	  public	  health	  issue.	  	  In	  his	  statement	  to	  the	  House	  
Committee	  on	  Education	  and	  the	  Workforce	  in	  Washington,	  Lyon	  highlighted	  that	  at	  least	  half	  
of	   the	  adolescents	  with	  criminal	   records	  have	  reading	  difficulties	  and	  a	  similar	  percentage	  of	  
individuals	  with	  histories	  of	  substance	  abuse	  also	  have	  reading	  difficulties.	  	  	  	  
Juel’s	   (1988)	   landmark	   study	   found	   that	   “the	   probability	   that	   a	   child	   would	   remain	   a	   poor	  
reader	  at	  the	  end	  of	  fourth	  grade	  if	  the	  child	  was	  a	  poor	  reader	  at	  the	  end	  of	  first	  grade	  was	  
.88”	  (p.	  437)	  and	  highlighted	  the	  importance	  of	  effective	  reading	  instruction	  in	  the	  early	  years	  
of	   schooling.	   	   Subsequent	   studies	   have	   supported	   Juel’s	   finding	   that	   students	   who	   do	   not	  
acquire	  adequate	  reading	  skills	  in	  primary	  school	  are	  likely	  to	  struggle	  with	  reading	  throughout	  
their	  school	  lives	  (S.	  E.	  Shaywitz,	  2003)1.	  	  Superficially	  the	  solution	  would	  appear	  to	  be	  simple:	  
“quality	   classroom	   instruction	   in	   kindergarten	   and	   the	   primary	   grades	   is	   the	   single	   best	  
weapon	   against	   reading	   failure”	   (Snow,	   Burns,	   &	   Griffin,	   1998,	   p.	   343),	   which	   raises	   the	  
question	  of	  what	  constitutes	  ‘quality	  instruction’?	  	  
Attempts	   to	   answer	   this	   question	  have	   led	   to	  numerous	  national	   and	   international	   inquiries	  
into	   the	  state	  of	   literacy	  and	   literacy	   instruction.	   	   Further,	   research	  has	   identified	   that	  many	  
teachers	  are	  not	  equipped	  to	  teach	  reading	  effectively	   (see,	   for	  example,	  L.	  C.	  Moats,	  2009).	  
Resources	  to	  provide	  additional	  training	  for	  teachers	  are	  scarce	  and	  therefore	  it	  is	  necessary	  to	  
ensure	  that	  time	  and	  money	  are	  only	   invested	   in	   literacy	  professional	   learning	  that	  results	   in	  
positive	  outcomes:	  increased	  teacher	  knowledge	  about	  the	  reading	  process	  and	  how	  it	  is	  most	  
effectively	  taught,	  and	  better	  outcomes	  for	  the	  students.	  
1.1. Context	  
Teaching	  reading	  has	  been	  a	  controversial	  subject	  for	  more	  than	  50	  years	  (see	  Flesch,	  1955),	  
but	   the	   current	   debate	   in	   Australia,	   resulting	   largely	   from	   the	   National	   Inquiry	   into	   the	  
Teaching	   of	   Literacy	   (NITL),	   (Department	   of	   Education	   Science	   and	   Training,	   2005),	   has	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  Use	  of	  initials	  where	  two	  or	  more	  referenced	  authors	  have	  the	  same	  surname	  complies	  with	  
APA	  6th	  referencing	  convention	  6.14.	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challenged	  many	   Australian	   teachers’	   beliefs	   about	   the	  way	   they	   teach	   reading.	   	   Consistent	  
with	   the	   recommendations	   of	   the	   Rose	  Report	   in	   the	  United	   Kingdom	   (Rose,	   2009)	   and	   the	  
Report	  of	  the	  National	  Reading	  Panel	  in	  the	  United	  States	  of	  America	  (National	  Reading	  Panel,	  
2000),	   the	   NITL	   Report	   identified	   the	   need	   to	   teach	   reading	   systematically	   and	   explicitly.	  	  
Despite	   the	   growing	   body	   of	   knowledge	   about	   the	   skills	   children	   need	   to	   read	   effectively,	  
Podhajski,	  Mather,	  Nathan	  and	  Sammons	   (2009)	  and	  Walsh,	  Glaser	  and	  Wilcox	   (2006)	  argue	  
that	  there	  has	  been	  little	  change	  to	  classroom	  practice	  as	  in	  many	  universities,	  pre-­‐service	  and	  
in-­‐service	  teacher	  instruction	  is	  not	  informed	  by	  the	  research	  on	  effective	  reading	  instruction.	  	  
A	  model	  of	  reading	  acquisition	  based	  on	  holistic	  rather	  than	  skills-­‐based	  development,	  which	  
gained	   wide	   acceptance	   in	   the	   late	   seventies	   and	   eighties,	   had	   great	   intuitive	   appeal	   as	   it	  
seemed	   to	   promise	   an	   effortless	   and	   enjoyable	   path	   to	   meaningful	   reading,	   and	   for	   a	  
proportion	  of	  children	  with	  rich	  language	  backgrounds,	  this	  model	  was	  effective.	  	  Conversely,	  
significant	  research	  findings	  support	  the	  view	  that,	  for	  most	  children,	  systematic	  instruction	  in	  
the	  different	  components	  that	  comprise	  reading	  is	  the	  most	  effective	  approach.	  	  
In	   2009,	   the	   Rudd	   Government	   committed	   to	   investing	   more	   than	   $62	   million	   in	   school	  
education	   with	   an	   emphasis	   on	   improving	   the	   quality	   of	   classroom	   practice	   (Gillard,	   2010).	  	  
Gillard	  explained	   that	  a	  key	  goal	  of	   the	  National	  Partnership	  Schools	  program	  was	   to	  build	  a	  
national	  understanding	  of	  what	  constitutes	  effective	  literacy	  and	  numeracy	  practices	  with	  the	  
belief	   that	   this	  would	   “drive	   changes	   in	   teaching	  practice	  and	  assist	   states	   and	   territories	   to	  
make	   better	   informed	   decisions	   in	   supporting	   all	   students’	   literacy	   and	   numeracy	  
development”	   (¶	   4).	   In	   2010,	   the	   Grattan	   report	   Investing	   in	   our	   Teachers,	   Investing	   in	   our	  
Economy	   was	   released,	   a	   key	   finding	   of	   which	   was	   the	   importance	   of	   improving	   teacher	  
effectiveness	  to	  enhance	  the	  economic	  wellbeing	  of	  individuals	  and	  the	  nation	  (Jensen,	  2010).	  	  
Within	   Western	   Australia,	   the	   development	   and	   implementation	   of	   the	   First	   Steps	   literacy	  
strategy	   (Annandale	   et	   al.,	   2004)	   was	   aimed	   at	   improving	   the	   literacy	   outcomes	   of	   primary	  
aged	   students.	   	   First	   Steps	   consists	   of	   “internationally	   acclaimed	   resources	   to	   help	   teachers	  
and	  schools	  achieve	  targeted	  literacy	  and	  numeracy	  learning	  outcomes	  and	  standards	  for	  their	  
students”	  (¶	  3)	  (Department	  of	  Education	  (WA),	  2010).	   	  While	  National	  Assessment	  Program:	  
Literacy	   and	   Numeracy	   (NAPLAN)	   results	   do	   indicate	   improved	   performance	   in	   reading,	  
spelling	  and	  grammar	  for	  Western	  Australian	  children	  at	  Year	  3	  since	  2009,	  it	  is	  still	  one	  of	  the	  
lower	  performing	  states	  in	  Australia.	  	  Further,	  results	  point	  to	  a	  widening	  of	  the	  gap	  between	  
higher	  and	   lower	  achieving	  students	   in	   the	  area	  of	   reading	  acquisition	  nationally	   (Ministerial	  
Council	  for	  Education,	  2009),	  which	  suggests	  that	  more	  should	  be	  done	  to	  develop	  the	  literacy	  




Teacher	   knowledge	   has	   been	   identified	   as	   a	   significant	   contributor	   to	   students’	   literacy	  
outcomes	  (Department	  of	  Education	  Science	  and	  Training,	  2005)	  and	  Moats	  (L.	  C	  Moats,	  1999;	  
1994,	  2009)	  has	  consistently	  expressed	  concern	  about	  the	  preparedness	  of	  teachers	  to	  teach	  
children	  with	  reading	  difficulties.	  	  Her	  research	  reveals	  that	  many	  teachers	  are	  not	  adequately	  
prepared	  to	  teach	  children	  with	  these	  difficulties	  and	  “current	  educational	  policies	  and	  funding	  
practices	  continue	  to	  focus	  on	  program	  selection,	  school	  organization,	  and	  student	  test	  scores	  
–	   not	   teachers,	   the	   contexts	   in	   which	   they	   teach,	   or	   the	   leadership	   and	   professional	  
development	  required	  to	  ensure	   ‘teacher	  quality’”	   (2009,	  p.	  387).	   	  Moats	   (1999)	  also	  asserts	  
that	   the	   teaching	  of	   reading	   really	   is	   “rocket	  science”	   (p.	  1)	  and	   that	  “teachers	  cannot	   teach	  
well	  what	   they	  do	  not	  understand	   themselves”	   (L.	  C.	  Moats,	  2009,	  p.	  387).	   	  While	  gathering	  
examples	   of	   effective	   reading	   practices	   provides	   a	   pool	   of	   resources	   for	   teachers	   to	   use,	  
determining	   exactly	  what	   teachers	   need	   to	   know	   to	   teach	   reading	   effectively	   is	   required	   to	  
underpin	  any	  real	  change	  in	  the	  instructional	  practices	  of	  teachers.	  	  Shulman	  (1987)	  refers	  to	  
this	   as	   pedagogical	   content	   knowledge,	   “the	   blending	   of	   content	   and	   pedagogy	   into	   an	  
understanding	  of	   how	  particular	   topics,	   problems,	   or	   issues	   are	  organized,	   represented,	   and	  
adapted	  to	  the	  diverse	  interests	  and	  abilities	  of	  learners,	  and	  presented	  for	  instruction”	  (p.	  8).	  
Hattie	  (2003,	  2009)	  asserts	  that,	  while	  individual	  student	  characteristics	  account	  for	  50%	  of	  the	  
variance	  in	  student	  achievement,	  “excellence	  in	  teaching	  is	  the	  single	  most	  powerful	  influence	  
on	   achievement”	   (p.	   4).	   	   Similarly,	   Marzano,	   Pickering	   and	   Pollock	   (2001)	   conclude	   that	  
teaching	  is	  the	  most	  important	  factor	  affecting	  students’	  learning.	  	  Moats	  (2009)	  contends	  that	  
in	  order	  to	  “improve	  teacher	  quality,	  we	  must	  first	  take	  to	  heart	  the	  necessity	  of	  establishing	  
literacy	  as	  a	  content-­‐laden	  teaching	  discipline—	  just	  as	  we	  acknowledge	  math,	  science,	  and	  the	  
arts	   as	   content-­‐laden	   teaching	   disciplines”	   (p.	   390).	   	   This	   is	   supported	   by	   the	   work	   of	  
Cunningham,	  Zibulsky,	  Stanovich	  and	  Stanovich	  (2009),	  which	  highlights	  the	  positive	  impact	  of	  
professional	  learning	  programs	  that	  focus	  on	  increasing	  teachers’	  knowledge	  of	  these	  literacy	  
content	   skills.	   	   However,	   they	   suggest	   that	   teachers’	   beliefs	   are	   another	   variable	   that	   can	  
influence	  whether	  or	  not	  their	  classroom	  practice	  aligns	  with	  best	  practice	  and,	  consequently,	  
the	  efficacy	  of	  the	  professional	  learning	  offered	  to	  them.	  	  	  
To	  present	  effective	  professional	  learning	  experiences	  there	  needs	  to	  be	  an	  understanding	  of	  
all	  the	  elements	  that	  contribute	  to	  changing	  teacher	  practice	  so	  that	  it	  is	  more	  closely	  aligned	  
to	   effective	   practice	   as	   identified	   in	   the	   research.	   	   This	   study	   explored	   the	   impact	   of	   a	  
professional	   learning	   program	   aimed	   at	   improving	   teachers’	   knowledge	   of	   effective	   reading	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instruction,	   on	   teachers’	   beliefs	   about	   reading	   instruction,	   their	   literacy	  pedagogical	   content	  
knowledge,	  and	  how	  they	  teach	  struggling	  readers.	  	  	  
1.3. Rationale	  
In	  order	  to	  utilise	  educational	  resources	  effectively	  and	  provide	  appropriate	  literacy	  instruction	  
for	  all	  children	  it	  is	  important	  that	  we	  evaluate	  professional	  learning	  programs	  to	  identify	  the	  
features	   that	   contribute	   to	   their	   effectiveness.	   	   Furthermore,	   if	   we	   can	   develop	   an	  
understanding	   of	   how	   teachers	   engage	   with	   these	   learning	   opportunities,	   including	   what	  
elements	   have	   the	   greatest	   impact	   on	   improving	   their	   pedagogical	   content	   knowledge	   and	  
changing	   their	   literacy	   practices,	   we	   can	   refine	   these	   practices	   and	   apply	   them	   to	   other	  
professional	   learning	   opportunities.	   	   Christie	   (2009)	   highlights	   the	   need	   to	   ensure	   that	  
professional	  learning	  programs	  deliver	  the	  intended	  outcomes	  and	  refers	  to	  the	  National	  Staff	  
Development	   Council	   suggestion	   that,	   in	   addition	   to	   collecting	   data	   on	   teachers'	   initial	  
reactions	   to	   professional	   learning	   experiences,	   it	   is	   necessary	   to	   gather	   information	   on	  
teachers’	  attainment	  of	  new	  knowledge	  and	  skills,	  and	  how	  this	  has	  impacted	  on	  their	  teaching	  
over	  time.	  	  
As	   this	   suggests,	   there	   is	   the	   need	   to	   go	   beyond	   teachers’	   initial	   responses	   to	   professional	  
learning	   experiences	   if	   we	   are	   to	   ascertain	   how	   effective	   they	   have	   been	   in	   delivering	   the	  
intended	  outcomes;	  a	  key	  component	  of	  these	  outcomes	  being	  gains	  in	  student	  performance	  
(Timperley,	  2011).	   	   Loucks-­‐Horsley,	  Hewson,	   Love	  and	  Stiles	   (1998)	  also	  discuss	   the	   complex	  
nature	  of	  change	  and	  suggest	   that	   this	  process	   is	  on-­‐going,	  occurring	  over	  weeks,	  months	  or	  
years,	  rather	  than	  resulting	  from	  a	  discrete	  event.	   	  Therefore,	  any	  comprehensive	  evaluation	  
of	   a	   program	   must	   include	   ongoing	   observations	   of	   teachers’	   practices,	   with	   a	   focus	   on	  
identifying	  knowledge,	  skills	  and	  beliefs,	  as	  well	  as	  an	  evaluation	  of	  the	  outcomes	  for	  students.	  	  
1.4. Purpose	  
To	  address	  concerns	  about	  poor	  NAPLAN	  results	  in	  reading,	  49	  teachers	  from	  10	  schools	  in	  an	  
Australian	   metropolitan	   area	   participated	   in	   a	   professional	   learning	   project	   (referred	   to	  
hereafter	  as	  the	  Project)	  in	  conjunction	  with	  a	  local	  university.	  	  The	  aim	  of	  the	  Project	  was	  to	  
provide	   teachers	   with	   knowledge	   and	   pedagogical	   practices	   to	   incorporate	   targeted	  
instruction	  for	  those	  students	  who	  were	  not	  acquiring	  the	  necessary	  skills	  as	  a	  result	  of	  their	  
regular	  class-­‐reading	  program.	  	  To	  achieve	  this	  aim,	  the	  Project	  focused	  on	  identifying	  Year	  2	  
students	  who	  were	   experiencing	   difficulty	   in	   the	   development	   of	   reading	   skills	   and	   assisting	  
teachers	  to	  embed	  explicit	  teaching	  of	  early	  reading	  skills	  in	  the	  broader	  approach	  to	  reading	  
instruction	  currently	  being	  employed	  in	  their	  schools.	  	  It	  is	  widely	  acknowledged	  that	  effective	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early	   instruction	   is	   the	   best	   way	   to	   ensure	   students’	   reading	   success	   (for	   example:	   Adams,	  
1990;	  D.	  Carnine,	  Silbert,	  Kame'enui,	  &	  Tarver,	  2004;	  Juel,	  1988);	  however,	  some	  children	  do	  
not	  acquire	  these	  skills	  for	  a	  variety	  of	  reasons	  including	  insufficient	  knowledge	  and	  practice,	  
specific	  reading	  difficulties,	  and	  other	  learning	  difficulties	  and	  delays.	  	  Regardless	  of	  the	  reason	  
behind	  the	  learning	  difficulty,	  students	  require	  highly	  explicit	  and	  targeted	  instruction	  in	  order	  
to	   develop	   age	   appropriate	   reading	   skills.	   	   Differences	   in	   learning	   trajectories	   become	  more	  
evident	   in	   Year	   2,	  with	   students	   being	   expected	   to	   decode	   and	   comprehend	  between	   three	  
and	   four	   hundred	   words	   (D	   Carnine,	   1982),	   and	   intervention	   at	   this	   stage	   provides	   the	  
opportunity	  to	  ameliorate	  these	  difficulties	  before	  they	  become	  entrenched.	  	  
The	   purpose	   of	   this	   research	   was	   to	   investigate	   how	   specific	   teachers	   engaged	   with	   the	  
professional	   learning	   experience	   and	  how	   it	   impacted	  on	   their	   knowledge	   and	  beliefs	   about	  
teaching	   reading,	   their	   classroom	   practice	   and	   student	   outcomes.	   	   To	  meet	   this	   objective	   a	  
case	  study	  approach	  was	  utilised	  to	  gain	  insight	  into	  teachers’	  personal	  perspectives	  as	  well	  as	  
their	   teaching	   practices.	   	   Yin	   (1981)	   argues	   that	   a	   case	   study	   approach	   provides	   descriptive	  
data	   for	   explanatory	   purposes	   as	  well	   as	   to	   test	   explanations	   for	   the	   occurrence	   of	   specific	  
events	   (p.	   98).	   In	   addition	   to	   the	   rich	   personal	   and	   contextual	   detail	   that	   a	   case	   study	   can	  
provide,	   quantitative	  data	   collected	  on	   teachers’	   knowledge	  and	  beliefs	  was	   integrated	  with	  
qualitative	  data	  to	  explore	  factors	  that	  may	  contribute	  to	  teachers’	  actions.	   	  The	  49	  teachers	  
involved	  in	  the	  Project	  were	  invited	  to	  be	  involved	  in	  this	  research,	  resulting	  in	  case	  studies	  of	  
six	  teachers	  in	  three	  schools.	  
1.5. 	  Research	  Questions	  	  
The	  overarching	  question	  for	  this	  research	  was:	  
How	  does	  a	  Professional	  Learning	  Project	   focused	  on	  effective	   reading	   instruction	   impact	  on	  
teachers'	  beliefs,	  reading	  pedagogical	  content	  knowledge,	  and	  classroom	  practice?	  
Within	  this	  broader	  question	  there	  were	  five	  specific	  research	  questions:	  
1.	   How	  does	  the	  Project	  impact	  on	  teachers’	  beliefs	  about	  reading	  teaching	  and	  learning?	  
2.	   How	  does	  the	  Project	  impact	  on	  teachers’	  reading	  pedagogical	  content	  knowledge?	  
3.	   How	  does	   students’	   reading	  performance	   influence	   teachers’	   classroom	  practice	  and	  
beliefs	  about	  reading	  teaching	  and	  learning?	  
4.	   How	  does	  involvement	  in	  the	  Project	  impact	  on	  teachers’	  classroom	  reading	  practices	  




5.	   What	  factors	  facilitate	  or	  inhibit	  changes	  in	  teachers’	  beliefs,	  knowledge	  and	  practice?	  
1.6. Significance	  
Ideally	   children	   will	   receive	   effective	   literacy	   instruction	   in	   the	   early	   years	   of	   their	   primary	  
education.	  	  Lyon	  and	  Fletcher	  (2001)	  suggest,	  however,	  that	  there	  will	  always	  be	  children	  who	  
require	   additional	   support	   to	   develop	   their	   reading	   skills,	   whether	   that	   is	   due	   to	   children	  
having	  reading	  disabilities	  or	  receiving	   inadequate	  reading	   instruction,	  the	   latter	  group	  being	  
referred	  to	  by	  Reid	  Lyon	  as	  ‘instructional	  casualties’	  (2002).	   	  Teachers	  need	  to	  be	  adequately	  
trained	  to	  teach	  reading	  at	  all	   levels	  and	  this	  research	  will	  contribute	  to	  an	  understanding	  of	  
what	   skills	   teachers	   require	   and	   how	   to	   provide	   professional	   development	   to	   meet	   these	  
needs.	  	  
Ingvarson,	  Meiers	   and	   Beavis	   (2005)	   explain	   that	   “professional	   development	   for	   teachers	   is	  
now	   recognised	   as	   a	   vital	   component	   of	   policies	   to	   enhance	   the	   quality	   of	   teaching	   and	  
learning	   in	  our	  schools”	  (p.	  2).	  As	  such,	   investment	   in	  professional	   learning	   is	  substantial	  and	  
those	   funding	   these	   programs	   are	   looking	   for	   evidence	   that	   they	   actually	   deliver	  
improvements	   in	   teaching	   skills	   and	   student	   achievement.	   	   Ingvarson	   et	   al.	   (2005)	  
acknowledge	  the	  need	  for	  research	  that	  provides	  guidelines	  for	  designing	  professional	  learning	  
programs	   that	   are	  more	   likely	   to	   result	   not	   only	   in	   changes	   in	   teacher	   knowledge,	   but	   also	  
changes	  to	  practices	  that	  subsequently	  result	  in	  improved	  outcomes	  for	  students.	  	  
Employing	  a	  case	  study	  approach	  in	  this	  study	  (Figure	  1.1)	  enabled	  the	  Researcher	  to	  explore	  
the	  teachers’	  reactions	  to	  their	  professional	  learning	  experiences	  in	  more	  detail,	  including	  the	  
value	   they	   placed	   on	   it	   and	   the	   factors	   that	   were	   significant	   in	   how	   they	   engaged	   with	   it.	  
Observing	   how	   teachers	   engage	   with	   their	   students	   around	   reading	   learning	   experiences	  
provides	   important	   information	   about	   the	   impact	   of	   professional	   learning	   experiences	   on	  
building	   teachers’	   skills	   and	   pedagogical	   content	   knowledge,	   and	   whether	   these	   skills	   are	  
applied	  to	  teaching	  generally	  or	  just	  reserved	  for	  children	  not	  achieving	  the	  benchmarks.	  	  	  
This	  study	  contributes	  to	  our	  understanding	  of	  what	  constitutes	  effective	  professional	  learning	  
in	   relation	   to	   teaching	   reading	   skills	   to	   children	   who	   are	   not	   achieving	   the	   established	  
benchmarks,	   as	  well	   as	   professional	   learning	   design	   in	   general.	   	   The	   outcomes	   of	   this	   study	  
should	   be	   of	   significant	   interest	   to	   education	   authorities:	   those	   involved	   in	   both	   pre-­‐service	  
and	  in-­‐service	  training	  of	  primary	  and	  early	  childhood	  teachers,	  and	  anyone	  interested	  in	  how	  
we	  can	  improve	  reading	  skills	  and	  therefore	  educational	  outcomes	  of	  our	  children.	  	  	  
	  	  
7	  
1.7. Overview	  of	  the	  Thesis	  
Figure	  1.1	  provides	  an	  overview	  of	   the	  thesis	  structure.	   	  A	  chapter	   that	  explores	   the	  existing	  
literature	  on	  effective	  reading	  instruction	  and	  professional	  learning	  that	  provided	  the	  context	  
for	   this	   study	   follows	   this	   introductory	   chapter.	   	   The	   following	   chapter	   explains	   the	  
methodology	  that	  the	  Researcher	  used	  to	  explore	  the	  research	  questions.	  	  Chapter	  4	  presents	  
information	   from	  all	   of	   the	   schools	   that	  were	   included	   in	   the	  Project	   to	  provide	   the	   context	  
from	  which	  the	  case	  study	  subjects	  were	  drawn.	  	  Chapters	  5,	  6	  and	  7	  present	  data	  gathered	  as	  
part	  of	  the	  Project	  in	  conjunction	  with	  the	  classroom	  observations,	  artefacts	  and	  observations	  
gathered	   by	   the	   Researcher.	   	   This	   information	   is	   collated	   and	   examined	   in	   the	   cross-­‐case	  





Figure	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CHAPTER	  2: LITERATURE	  REVIEW	  
	  
The	   literature	   on	   reading	   development	   provides	   compelling	   evidence	   that	   effective	   reading	  
instruction	   consists	   of	   systematic	   and	   explicit	   teaching	   of	   reading	   skills	   for	   all	   children	  
(Foorman	   &	   Torgesen,	   2001).	   	   It	   also	   reveals	   that	   evidence-­‐based	   practices	   for	   reading	  
instruction	  are	  not	  always	   implemented	  and	  provides	  some	   insight	   into	  why	   this	   is	   the	  case,	  
including	   the	   impact	   of	   teachers’	   knowledge	   and	   beliefs	   on	   their	   classroom	   practice.	   	   This	  
literature	  review	  concludes	  with	  an	  examination	  of	   the	  components	  of	  effective	  professional	  
learning	  and	  how	  these	  components	  can	  be	  used	  to	  increase	  teachers‘	  knowledge	  of	  effective	  
reading	  instruction,	  and	  to	  change	  their	  practice.	  	  The	  conceptual	  framework	  for	  the	  research,	  
positioned	   within	   a	   social	   constructivist	   paradigm,	   is	   presented	   as	   an	   explanation	   of	   the	  
influences	  affecting	  teachers’	  engagement	  with	  the	  professional	  learning.	  	  These	  influences	  are	  
drawn	   from	   the	   research	   highlighting	   that	   pedagogical	   content	   knowledge,	   beliefs,	   and	  
student	  outcomes	  have	  an	  impact	  on	  teachers’	  practice.	  
2.1. The	  Importance	  of	  Reading	  
It	  would	  seem	  unnecessary	  to	  conduct	  a	  discussion	  on	  why	  reading	  is	  important.	  	  It	  is,	  after	  all,	  
widely	  accepted	  that	  reading	  is	  a	  life	  skill	  and	  that	  individuals	  are	  significantly	  disadvantaged	  if	  
they	  cannot	  read.	  	  We	  need,	  for	  example,	  to	  be	  able	  to	  read	  street	  signs,	  application	  forms	  and	  
the	   labels	   on	   medicine	   bottles.	   	   It	   has	   also	   been	   asserted	   that	   the	   importance	   of	   reading	  
extends	  beyond	  being	  merely	   a	  practical	   skill	   to	  being	   a	  determining	   factor	   in	   life	  outcomes	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(Flesch,	  1955;	  D.	  Rose,	  2006),	  impacting	  on	  areas	  such	  as	  self-­‐esteem	  (J.	  Rose,	  2006),	  physical	  
health	  and	  well-­‐being	  (Australian	  Institute	  of	  Health	  and	  Welfare,	  2011),	  mental	  health	  (Daniel	  
et	   al.,	   2006),	   school	   retention,	   (Bost	   &	   Riccomini,	   2006;	   Bynner,	   2004;	   Lyon,	   2001;	   Ziomek-­‐
Daigle	  &	  Andrews,	  2009),	  and	  cognitive	  ability	  (Chall,	  1983;	  Stanovich,	  1986).	  	  More	  than	  five	  
decades	   ago,	   Flesch	   (1955)	   launched	   a	   strong	   attack	   on	   the	   prevailing	   method	   of	   reading	  
instruction	  in	  his	  book	  Why	  Johnny	  Can’t	  Read,	   implying	  that	  allowing	  ineffective	  methods	  of	  
teaching	  reading	  to	  continue	  was	  a	  deliberate	  act	   to	  disempower	  certain	  sections	  of	  society.	  	  
Research	  into	  neural	  plasticity	  highlights	  the	  impact	  of	  environment	  and	  instruction	  on	  the	  way	  
the	   brain	   develops	   (Greenough,	   1976;	   B.	   A.	   Shaywitz	   et	   al.,	   2004;	   M	   Wolf,	   2007)	   and	  
contradicts	  previous	  beliefs	   that	   an	   individual	   is	   endowed	  with	  a	   fixed	  quota	  of	   intelligence.	  	  
Researchers,	   including	   Chall	   (1983)	   and	   Stanovich	   (1986),	   have	   drawn	   attention	   to	   the	   link	  
between	   reading	   and	   intelligence,	   with	   Chall	   (1983)	   suggesting	   that	   the	   "influence	   of	   the	  
development	  of	  reading	  and	  writing	  -­‐'literate	   intelligence'-­‐	  on	  general	  cognitive	  development	  
has	   unfortunately	   been	   underestimated.	   Indeed,	   when	   reading	   development	   is	   delayed	   by	  
personal	  or	  environmental	  factors	  or	  both,	  the	  effects	  on	  the	  person,	  unless	  given	  special	  help,	  
are	  too	  often	  disastrous"	  (pp.	  2-­‐3).	  	  
Stanovich	   (1986)	   explored	   the	   relationship	   between	   reading	   and	   cognitive	   development	  
further,	   relating	   this	   to	   Walberg’s	   notion	   of	   the	   ‘Matthew	   Effect’,	   whereby	   faster	   rates	   of	  
progress	  occur	  due	  to	  early	  achievement	  (p.	  381).	  	  The	  Matthew	  Effect	  is	  a	  biblical	  reference	  to	  
the	  Gospel	  according	  to	  St	  Matthew	  which	  states:	  "For	  unto	  every	  one	  that	  hath	  shall	  be	  given,	  
and	  he	  shall	  have	  abundance:	  but	  from	  him	  that	  hath	  not	  shall	  be	  taken	  away,	  even	  that	  which	  
he	  hath"	   (Matthew	  25:29).	   	   In	   layman’s	   terms,	   this	   translates	   to	   ‘the	   rich	  get	   richer	  and	   the	  
poor	   get	   poorer’.	   	   So	   influential	  was	   his	   paper	   that	   the	   term	   ‘Matthew	   Effect’	   is	   now	  more	  
commonly	   associated	   with	   Stanovich	   than	   with	   Walberg.	   	   Stanovich	   (1986)	   asserts	   that	  
delayed	  acquisition	  of	  reading	  skills	  affects	  vocabulary	  development	  which	  in	  turn	  affects	  skills	  
such	   as	   language	   use,	   comprehension	   and	   written	   expression.	   	   While	   this	   in	   itself	   is	  
concerning,	  the	  impact	  of	  these	  deficits	  on	  more	  global	  aspects	  of	  the	  child’s	  development	  are	  
even	  more	  significant.	  Stanovich	  (1986)	  contends	  that:	  
slow	  reading	  acquisition	  has	  cognitive,	  behavioral,	  and	  motivational	  
consequences	  that	  slow	  the	  development	  of	  other	  cognitive	  skills	  and	  
inhibit	  performance	  on	  many	  academic	  tasks…	  [and	  that]	  the	  longer	  this	  
developmental	  sequence	  is	  allowed	  to	  continue,	  the	  more	  generalized	  the	  
deficits	  will	  become,	  seeping	  into	  more	  and	  more	  areas	  of	  cognition	  and	  
behaviour	  (p.	  390).	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Stanovich	  and	  Cunningham’s	   (1992)	  study	  demonstrate	   the	  strength	  of	   the	   link	  between	  the	  
amount	  of	  reading	  a	  child	  does	  and	  their	  later	  cognitive	  ability	  with	  a	  recent	  study	  by	  Sparks,	  
Patton	  and	  Murdoch	  (2014)	  also	  replicating	  these	  findings.	  
More	   recently,	   concerns	   that	   hark	   back	   to	   those	   of	   Flesch	   (1955)	   pertaining	   to	   equity	   of	  
opportunity	   have	   also	   entered	   the	   discussion	   on	   the	   importance	   of	   reading,	   along	   with	  
concerns	   about	   the	   impact	   of	   poor	   literacy	   skills	   on	   society	   generally.	   	   David	   Rose	   (2006)	  
suggests	  that	  “the	  failure	  to	  teach	  all	  students	  the	  reading	  skills	  that	  are	  required	  at	  each	  stage	  
of	  schooling,	  and	  the	  continual	  evaluation	  of	  students	  on	  their	  abilities	  to	  read	  and	  write	  and	  
so	   successfully	   participate	   in	   class,	   both	   construct	   the	   ‘ability’	   hierarchy	   in	   the	   school,	   and	  
socialise	   children	   into	   their	   positions	   in	   the	   hierarchy”	   (p.	   4).	   	   In	   discussing	   the	   inequitable	  
nature	  of	  education,	  Rose	  also	  asserts	   that	  by	   failing	   to	   teach	   children	   to	   read	  we	   condemn	  
them	  to	  either	  unemployment	  or	  unskilled	   labour	  as	   reading	  “becomes	   the	  primary	  medium	  
for	   learning	  as	  we	  progress	   from	  primary	   through	  high	   school	   to	  university,	   as	  writing	   is	   the	  
primary	   medium	   for	   demonstrating	   what	   we	   have	   learnt”	   (p.	   1).	   	   Therefore,	   the	   impact	   of	  
reading	  failure	  is	  seen	  not	  only	  in	  the	  individual’s	  personal	  and	  social	  well-­‐being,	  but	  also	  in	  the	  
nation’s	  economic	  competitiveness	  (D.	  Rose,	  2006,	  p.	  13).	  	  
Lyon	   (2001),	   in	   justifying	  why	  he	  considered	   reading	   failure	   to	  be	  a	  national	  health	   concern,	  
cited	   the	   high	   rate	   of	   school	   ‘drop	   out’,	   criminal	   convictions	   and	   substance	   abuse	   among	  
young	  people	  with	   reading	  difficulties	  and	   the	  disproportionately	  high	  number	  of	  children	   in	  
low	   income	  areas	  who	  have	   reading	  difficulties.	   	  He	  went	  so	   far	  as	   to	  suggest	   that	  we	  could	  
predict	   the	   size	   of	   the	   prison	   population	   in	   years	   to	   come	   based	   on	   the	   reading	   results	   of	  
fourth	  grade	  students	  (¶	  5).	   	  Other	  studies	  have	  also	   identified	   lower	  reading	   levels	  amongst	  
incarcerated	   youth	   (Christle	   &	   Yell,	   2008;	   Leone,	   Krezmien,	   Mason,	   &	   Meisel,	   2005).	   	   The	  
Review	   of	   Australian	   Higher	   Education	   (D.	   Bradley,	   2008)	   acknowledges	   the	   link	   between	  
literacy	  and	  economic	  growth	   stating	   that	   “developed	  and	  developing	   countries	   alike	  accept	  
there	   are	   strong	   links	   between	   their	   productivity	   and	   the	  proportion	  of	   the	  population	  with	  
high-­‐level	  skills”	  (p.	  xi)	  and	  yet	  Australia	  is	  falling	  behind	  other	  OECD	  countries	  in	  the	  number	  
of	  people	  with	  these	  skills	  (Mullis,	  Martin,	  Foy,	  &	  Drucker,	  2012;	  OECD,	  2009,	  2012).	  
This	   literature	   clearly	   establishes	   the	   importance	   of	   reading	   beyond	   its	   utilitarian	   role	   in	  
everyday	  life:	  ensuring	  all	  children	  become	  proficient	  readers	  is	  widely	  accepted	  as	  being	  both	  
economically	   and	   morally	   sound.	   How	   best	   to	   achieve	   this,	   however,	   is	   where	   opinions	  
diverge,	  with	  different	  understandings	  of	  how	  children	  learn	  to	  read	  leading	  to	  widely	  varying	  




2.2. How	  Children	  Learn	  to	  Read	  
Different	  conceptualisations	  of	  the	  processes	  involved	  in	  reading	  acquisition	  have	  engendered	  
vigorous	  debate	  among	   researchers	  and	  educators,	  both	  nationally	  and	   internationally.	   	   This	  
debate	   initially	  divided	  those	  who	  advocated	  a	  meaning-­‐emphasis	  approach,	  also	  referred	  to	  
as	  a	  top-­‐down	  or	  whole	  language	  approach,	  from	  those	  who	  supported	  the	  explicit	  teaching	  of	  
the	  elements	  required	  for	  reading	  to	  occur,	  particularly	  the	  letter-­‐sound	  knowledge	  (phonics)	  
that	  underpins	  our	  alphabetic	  language.	  The	  latter	  was	  referred	  to	  as	  a	  code-­‐emphasis,	  skills-­‐
based,	  or	  bottom-­‐up	  approach.	   	  These	  approaches	   to	   reading	   instruction	  belong	   to	  different	  
epistemologies,	   the	  meaning-­‐emphasis	  approach	  being	  constructivist	  and	   the	  code-­‐emphasis	  
approach	  being	  instructivist.	  	  So	  polarised	  was	  the	  debate	  over	  teaching	  reading	  that	  it	  became	  
known	  as	  the	  ‘Reading	  Wars’	  and	  fuelled	  the	  call	  for	  rigorous	  research	  and	  reviews	  into	  what	  
constitutes	  effective	  reading	  instruction.	  	  	  
Historically,	   reading	   was	   taught	   using	   a	   phonics-­‐based	   approach	   involving	   teaching	   letter-­‐
sound	   relationships	   in	   alphabetic	   sequence,	   then	   combining	   those	   skills	   to	   read	   text	  
(Engelmann	  &	  Carnine,	  1982).	  	  Arguably	  one	  of	  the	  first	  proponents	  of	  what	  is	  now	  referred	  to	  
as	   the	  whole	   language	   approach	  was	   philosopher	   John	  Dewey	  who,	   in	   advocating	   for	  more	  
progressive	   education	   in	   1896,	   said:	   "…it	   is	   one	   of	   the	   great	  mistakes	   of	   education	   to	  make	  
reading	  and	  writing	  constitute	  the	  bulk	  of	  the	  school	  work	  [in]	  the	  first	  two	  years.	  The	  true	  way	  
is	  to	  teach	  them	  incidentally	  as	  the	  outgrowth	  of	  the	  social	  activities	  at	  this	  time”	  (Coltheart	  &	  
Prior,	  2007,	  p.	  6).	  While	   the	  phonics	  approach	  persisted	   in	  English	   speaking	   schools	   into	   the	  
nineteenth	  century,	  the	  mid-­‐twentieth	  century	  saw	  the	  popularity	  of	  a	  more	  holistic	  approach	  
increase	  with	  the	  introduction	  of	  reading	  books	  that	  focused	  on	  children	  learning	  whole	  words	  
rather	  than	  learning	  to	  decode	  using	  the	  sounds	  in	  words.	  
To	  many	   teachers	   the	  whole	   language	   approach	   to	   reading	   instruction	  was	  more	   attractive	  
than	   the	   traditional	   drill	   and	   practice	   associated	  with	   phonics	   instruction	   and	   seemed	  more	  
consistent	  with	  the	  progressive	  view	  of	  teachers	  as	  facilitators	  rather	  than	  dictators	  of	  learning	  
(Hempenstall,	  2005).	  	  Much	  of	  the	  literature	  on	  whole	  language	  instruction	  places	  emphasis	  on	  
environmental	   factors,	   such	  as	   the	   scaffolding	  provided	  by	  parents	   and	   teachers.	   	  Goodman	  
(1989)	  proposed	  that	  whole	  language	  was	  not	  simply	  an	  approach	  to	  reading	  instruction,	  but	  a	  
“philosophy	   of	   curriculum,	   of	   learning,	   of	   teaching	   and	  of	   language”	   (p.	   69),	   this	   philosophy	  
being	  constructivism.	  	  
Shannon	  (1994)	  suggested	  that	  whole	  language	  “has	  human	  emancipation	  as	  its	  goal”	  (p.	  99)	  
and	  is	  based	  on	  the	  belief	  that	  learning	  to	  read	  is	  a	  natural	  process	  in	  much	  the	  same	  way	  as	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learning	  to	  speak	  (F.	  Smith,	  1978).	  	  It	  was	  asserted	  that	  a	  whole-­‐language	  approach	  was	  more	  
efficient	  and	  more	  consistent	  with	  the	  way	  that	  good	  readers	  read	  (Goodman,	  1989)	  and,	  as	  
the	   purpose	   of	   reading	   is	   to	   construct	   meaning	   from	   text,	   the	   focus	   in	   reading	   instruction	  
should	   be	   on	   comprehending	   rather	   than	   on	   the	   specific	   components	   of	   language	  
(Cambourne,	  1988).	  	  Further,	  the	  beginning	  reader	  would	  learn	  about	  the	  structure	  of	  written	  
language	   through	   immersion	   in	   both	   oral	   and	  written	   forms	   of	   language;	   for	   example,	   once	  
whole-­‐word	  recognition	  was	  established	  the	  letter-­‐sound	  knowledge	  would	  naturally	  follow	  (F.	  
Smith,	   1978).	   	   Advocates	   of	   the	   whole	   language	   approach	   to	   reading	   believe	   that,	   through	  
exposure	   to	   print	   alone,	   children	   will	   identify	   similarities	   and	   be	   able	   to	   apply	   these	  
understandings	  to	  reading	  unknown	  words.	   	  Therefore,	   it	  was	  not	  until	  the	  child	  experienced	  
difficulty	   with	   a	   word	   that	   they	  might	   be	   directed	   to	   attend	   to	   the	   smaller	   components	   of	  
language.	   	   It	  has	  also	  been	  suggested	  by	  advocates	  of	   this	  approach	  that	  phonics	   instruction	  
has	   little	  value	  because	   the	  English	   language	   is	  orthographically	   irregular,	   lacking	  one-­‐to-­‐one	  
correspondence	  between	  letters	  and	  sounds.	  	  Frank	  Smith	  (1992)	  asserted	  that	  “The	  ‘rules’	  of	  
phonics	  are	   too	   complex	   (more	   than	  300	  correspondences	  between	   letters	  and	   sounds)	   and	  
too	   unreliable	   (there	   is	   no	   letter	   that	   does	   not	   represent	   more	   than	   one	   sound,	   including	  
silence,	  and	  no	  sound	  that	  cannot	  be	  represented	  by	  more	  than	  one	   letter)	   to	  be	  useful”	   (p.	  
438).	  
On	   the	   other	   hand,	   proponents	   of	   a	   phonics	   approach	   view	   reading	   as	   a	   developmental	  
process	   and	   highlight	   that	   early	   instruction	   in	   the	   alphabetic	   principle	   is	   a	   pre-­‐requisite	  
(although	  not	  the	  only	  prerequisite)	  for	  independent	  reading	  to	  occur,	  even	  though	  these	  early	  
skills	  are	  rarely	  consciously	  utilised	  by	  the	  proficient	  reader	  (Cunningham,	  Zibulsky,	  &	  Callahan,	  
2009;	  Hempenstall,	   2005).	   	   The	   concern	   raised	  by	   those	   advocating	  more	  direct	  methods	  of	  
teaching	  is	  that	  while	  many	  children	  do	  develop	  an	  understanding	  of	  the	  alphabetic	  principle	  
without	  requiring	  explicit	  instruction,	  this	  is	  not	  the	  case	  for	  all	  children.	  	  The	  National	  Reading	  
Panel	   (2000)	   suggested	   that	   20%	   of	   the	   population	   had	   difficulty	   learning	   to	   read	   and	  
Westwood	  (2001)	  estimated	  that	  16%	  of	  Australian	  children	  experienced	  similar	  difficulties.	  	  In	  
stark	  contrast	  to	  the	  view	  expressed	  by	  Shannon	  (1994),	  that	  the	  goal	  of	  whole	  language	  was	  
equality	   and	   freedom,	   Flesch	   (1955)	   suggested	   that	   whole	   word	   method	   had	   the	  
disempowerment	   of	   certain	   sectors	   of	   the	   community	   as	   its	   goal	   and	   called	   for	   a	   return	   to	  
phonics-­‐based	  teaching:	  	  
It	  seems	  to	  me	  a	  plain	  fact	  that	  the	  word	  method	  consists	  essentially	  of	  
treating	  children	  as	  if	  they	  were	  dogs	  ...	  It's	  the	  most	  inhuman,	  mean,	  




It	   is	   evident	   that	   the	   two	   approaches	   reflect	   very	   different	   beliefs	   about	   the	   way	   children	  
acquire	  reading	  skills,	  and	  this	  division	  was	  the	  impetus	  for	  numerous	  studies	  aimed	  not	  only	  
at	  identifying	  what	  skills	  children	  needed	  in	  order	  to	  read,	  but	  also	  the	  best	  way	  to	  teach	  these	  
skills.	  	  
Research	  findings	  
Acknowledging	   the	   need	   to	   utilise	   instructional	   time	   effectively,	   Stanovich	   (1986)	   suggested	  
that	  if	  we	  could	  identity	  those	  factors	  that	  had	  the	  greatest	  impact	  on	  reading	  ability	  we	  could	  
“exercise	  parsimony	  elsewhere”	  (p.	  365).	  	  Several	  studies	  were	  commissioned	  or	  funded	  by	  the	  
United	   States	   government	   or	   recognised	   research	   institutes	   including	   Jean	   Chall’s	   (1967)	  
Learning	  to	  read:	  The	  great	  debate,	  the	  Follow	  Through	  project,	  Anderson,	  Hiebert,	  Scott	  and	  
Wilkinson’s	   (1985)	   report	   Becoming	   a	   Nation	   of	   Readers,	   Marilyn	   Jaeger	   Adams’	   (1990)	  
Beginning	   to	   Read:	   Thinking	   and	   Learning	   about	   Print,	   and	   the	   	   report	   Preventing	   Reading	  
Difficulties	   in	   Young	   Children,	   edited	   by	   Snow,	   Burns	   and	   Griffin	   (1998).	   	   The	   following	  
paragraphs	  expand	  on	  these	  landmark	  reports	  with	  reference	  to	  other	  significant	  research	  that	  
has	  informed	  our	  current	  understanding	  of	  the	  reading	  process.	  
In	   1967	   Jean	  Chall	   undertook	   a	   literature	   review	  and	   an	  evaluation	  of	   20	   reading	  programs,	  
used	   in	   300	   classrooms	   across	   three	   countries,	   which	   were	   focused	   on	   teaching	   the	   core	  
reading	  skills.	  	  The	  purpose	  of	  this	  study	  was	  to	  determine	  the	  efficacy	  of	  these	  approaches	  to	  
reading	   instruction.	   	   In	  her	   review,	  Learning	   to	   read:	  The	  great	  debate,	  Chall	   concluded	   that	  
the	  systematic	  teaching	  of	  phonics	  is	  more	  likely	  to	  result	  in	  better	  word	  recognition,	  spelling,	  
vocabulary	   and	   comprehension	   for	   all	   children	   (Chall,	   1983).	   A	   further	   significant	   piece	   of	  
research	   from	   this	   time	   was	   Bond	   and	   Dykstra's	   (1967)	   study,	   which	   found	   that	   the	   major	  
predictor	  of	  student	  success	  in	  reading	  was	  not	  intelligence,	  but	  knowledge	  of	  letters.	  	  
Another	  major	   study	   initiated	   in	   the	   USA	   in	   1967	  was	   the	   federally	   funded	   Follow	   Through	  
project	   which	   evaluated	   a	   range	   of	   interventions	   to	   determine	   which	   methods	   of	   teaching	  
were	  most	   effective	   for	   disadvantaged	   primary	   school	   students.	   	   The	   study	   involved	   75,000	  
children	  in	  180	  communities	  over	  the	  first	  three	  years	  of	  their	  school	  life	  and	  the	  skills	  targeted	  
in	   the	   study	   included	   reading,	   language,	   spelling,	   writing,	   and	   maths.	   A	   broad	   range	   of	  
philosophical	  positions	  was	  represented	  in	  the	  approaches	  studied,	  which,	  for	  the	  purposes	  of	  
reporting	   on	   the	   findings,	   were	   placed	   into	   three	   domains:	   academic	   outcomes,	   cognitive	  
development,	   and	   affective	   development.	   	   Of	   the	   approaches	   investigated,	   the	   Direct	  
Instruction	  model	  proved	  to	  be	  the	  most	  successful	  and	  was	   the	  only	  one	  to	  have	  a	  positive	  
impact	   in	   all	   domains	   (Hempenstall,	   2005;	   Marchand-­‐Martella,	   Slocum,	   &	   Martella,	   2004).	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Direct	   Instruction	   emphasises	   the	   systematic	   teaching	   of	   basic	   skills,	   which,	   in	   reading	  
instruction,	  means	  an	  emphasis	  on	  systematic	   instruction	   in	  phonics	  where	   letter	  sounds	  are	  
learnt	   in	   an	   order	   that	   facilitates	   blending	   from	   the	   earliest	   stages,	   so	   students	   become	  
familiar	   with	   the	   process	   that	   underpins	   reading	   an	   alphabetic	   language.	   	   Despite	   criticism	  
about	   the	  methodology	  and	   interpretation	  of	   this	   study,	   subsequent	  evaluation	  of	   the	   same	  
data	   maintained	   that	   the	   improvements	   attributed	   to	   Direct	   Instruction	   were	   real	   and	  
significant	  (D.	  Carnine	  et	  al.,	  2004).	  	  	  
Landmark	   studies	   (Stanovich,	   1988;	   Vellutino	   et	   al.,	   1996),	   identified	   that	   the	   majority	   of	  
children	   with	   reading	   problems	   have	   difficulty	   with	   single	   word	   decoding	   which	   generally	  
relates	   to	  an	  underlying	  difficulty	  with	   some	  aspect	  of	  phonological	  processing	   (L.	  Bradley	  &	  
Bryant,	   1983;	   Lyon,	  1997;	   S.	   E.	   Shaywitz,	   2003;	   Stanovich,	  1988;	  Wagner	  &	  Torgesen,	  1987).	  	  
Adams	   (1990)	   argued	   that	   a	   key	   indicator	   of	   pre-­‐readers’	   readiness	   to	   read	   was	   phoneme	  
discrimination	   and,	   while	   all	   readers	   could	   hear	   the	   difference	   between	   phonemes,	   high-­‐
readiness	   readers	  were	  consciously	  aware	  of	  and	  attended	   to	   the	   sound	  structure	  of	  words.	  	  
While	   asserting	   the	   importance	   of	   phonological	   awareness	   as	   a	   necessary	   skill	   for	   reading,	  
Adams	   (1990)	   also	   acknowledged	   that	   it	   was	   not	   sufficient	   just	   to	   remediate	   these	   skills	   in	  
developing	  reading	  competence.	   	  Knowledge	  of	   letter-­‐sound	  correspondences	  and	  phonemic	  
awareness	   were	   also	   identified	   as	   strong	   predictors	   of	   success	   in	   beginning	   readers	   (Chall,	  
1983;	  Torgesen,	  2000),	  and	  Al	  Otaiba	  et	  al.	  (2008)	  found	  that	  students	  with	  higher	  initial	  letter	  
naming–decoding	   fluency	   scores	   and	   stronger	   vocabulary	   demonstrated	   more	   growth	   in	  
reading	   skills	   than	   children	   with	   weaker	   scores.	   	   Lack	   of	   letter	   knowledge,	   phonological	  
awareness,	   grapheme-­‐phoneme	   skills	   and	   oral	   language	  were	   evident	   in	  many	   unsuccessful	  
readers	   (Snowling,	  Gallagher,	  &	   Frith,	   2003).	  Research	  by	  Ehri	   (1979)	   also	  provides	  evidence	  
that	  orthographic	  representations	  can	  assist	  with	  the	  development	  of	  phonological	  awareness	  
in	  that	  they	  mediate	  the	  child’s	  acquisition	  of	  letter-­‐sound	  knowledge,	  as	  the	  child	  can	  use	  an	  
understanding	  of	  the	  letter	  names	  to	  help	  remember	  the	  sounds.	  	  	  
Further,	   it	   became	   evident	   that	   it	   was	   not	   enough	   to	   simply	   decode	   the	   words	   and,	   while	  
knowledge	   of	   letters	   and	   their	   names	   is	   important,	   aspects	   like	   the	   automaticity	   of	   recall	   is	  
significant	   in	   efficient	   reading.	   	   In	   other	   words,	   familiarity	   and	   fluency	   are	   what	   matter.	  
Coltheart	   (2006)	   identified	   two	   routes	   through	   which	   reading	   occurs:	   the	   lexical	   route,	   by	  
which	   readers	   can	   immediately	   access	   a	   known	   word	   because	   it	   has	   been	   stored	   in	   their	  
‘mental	   dictionary’;	   and	   the	   non-­‐lexical,	   or	   sublexical,	   route	  whereby	   readers	   combine	   their	  
knowledge	   of	   single	   letter-­‐sound	   correspondences	   and	   common	   letter	   clusters	   to	   read	  
unknown	   words.	   	   Wolf	   and	   Katzir-­‐Cohen	   (2001)	   affirm	   that	   reading	   fluency	   requires	   the	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individual	   to	   develop	   accuracy	   and	   automaticity	   in	   their	   recall	   of	   both	   lexical	   and	   sublexical	  
processes	   and	   to	   achieve	   this,	   “explicit	   instruction	   is	   necessary	   to	   link	   phonological,	  
orthographic,	  semantic,	  and	  morphological	  processes	  to	  sublexical	  and	  word-­‐level	  subskills”	  (p.	  
229).	  	  
Research	  findings	  also	  converge	  on	  the	  fact	  that	  reading	  trajectories	  are	  established	  early	  in	  a	  
child's	  school	  life	  and	  once	  established,	  are	  difficult	  to	  change	  (Coyne,	  Kame'enui,	  Simmons,	  &	  
Harn,	  2004;	   Juel,	  1988;	  Torgesen,	  2000).	   	   Juel	   (1988)	   found	  that	  children	  entering	   first	  grade	  
with	  poor	  phonemic	  awareness	  were	  slow	  to	  learn	  spelling-­‐sound	  relationships	  and	  those	  still	  
experiencing	  difficulty	  by	  the	  end	  of	  fourth	  grade	  had	  not	  achieved	  the	  level	  of	  decoding	  that	  
the	   average-­‐to-­‐good	   readers	   had	   achieved	   by	   the	   beginning	   of	   second	   grade	   (p.	   444).	  	  
Difficulties	   in	   fluent	   decoding	   were	   identified	   as	   impacting	   on	   the	   individual’s	   ability	   to	  
comprehend	  what	  they	  were	  reading;	  therefore,	  decoding	  difficulties	  became	  a	  good	  predictor	  
of	  comprehension	  ability	  (Shankweiler	  et	  al.,	  1999;	  Simos	  et	  al.,	  2007;	  Stanovich,	  1986).	  	  	  	  
Stanovich	   (1986)	   highlights	   the	   relationship	   between	   early	   success	   in	   reading	   and	   the	  
development	  of	  vocabulary,	  syntactic	  knowledge,	  reading	  comprehension,	  general	  knowledge	  
and	   academic	   achievement.	   	   This	   is	   also	   highlighted	   in	   studies	   exploring	   the	   differences	   in	  
word	  knowledge	  between	  weak	  and	  strong	  readers:	  for	  example,	  Juel	  (1988)	  found	  that	  good	  
readers	   had	   a	   much	   greater	   exposure	   to	   words	   than	   poor	   readers	   and	   that	   this	   difference	  
increased	   each	   year.	   	   Specifically,	   good	   first	   grade	   readers	   saw	   an	   average	   of	   18,681	  words	  
while	   poor	   readers	   saw	   9,975	   words	   and,	   by	   fourth	   grade,	   good	   readers	   had	   read	   around	  
178,000	   words	   compared	   to	   about	   80,000	   read	   by	   poor	   readers	   (p.	   441).	   	   An	   additional	  
challenge	   for	   children	  with	   reading	   difficulties	   is	   the	   number	   of	   exposures	   to	   a	  word	   that	   is	  
required	   before	   that	   word	   is	   retained.	   	   Children	   need	   to	   accurately	   sound	   out	   the	   word	  
between	   4–14	   times	   for	   it	   to	   be	   retained	   (Apel	   &	   Swank,	   1999)	   but	   children	   with	   reading	  
difficulties	  may	  require	  many	  times	  that	  number	  (Lyon,	  2001).	  	  
There	   is,	   however,	   evidence	   to	   suggest	   that	   appropriate	   interventions	   can	   compensate	   for	  
poor	  early	   reading	  experiences.	   	   The	  ability	   to	  examine	   the	  brain	  non-­‐invasively	   afforded	  by	  
medical	   science	  not	  only	  provides	   further	   insight	   into	   the	  processes	  of	   reading,	  but	  also	   into	  
the	  impact	  of	  specific	  interventions	  on	  neural	  processes.	  	  Lyon	  and	  Fletcher	  (2001)	  found	  that	  
after	   60	   hours	   of	   structured	   intensive	   phonics	   teaching	   the	   pattern	   of	   brain	   activity	   of	   an	  
individual	  with	  reading	  difficulties	  corresponded	  with	  that	  of	  good	  readers.	  	  Similarly,	  Shaywitz	  
et	   al.	   (2004)	   investigated	   the	  effects	  of	   an	   intervention	   that	   focused	  on	  helping	  poor	  Year	  2	  
and	   3	   readers	   to	   understand	   the	   alphabetic	   principle	   through	   explicit	   and	   systematic	  
instruction	   which	   resulted	   in	   increased	   fluency,	   accuracy	   and	   comprehension.	   	   Neurological	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assessments	   of	   the	   children	   receiving	   this	   intervention	   indicated	   that	   the	   occipito-­‐temporal	  
region,	   responsible	   for	   orthographic	   processing	   which	   is	   the	   key	   to	   fluent	   reading,	   became	  
active.	   	   This	   research	   provides	   additional	   support	   for	   the	   theory	   of	   neural	   plasticity	   and	  
highlights	   the	   importance	   of	   effective	   instruction	   for	   the	   development	   of	   children’s	   reading	  
skills.	  	  The	  research	  on	  how	  to	  facilitate	  the	  acquisition	  of	  reading	  skills	  led	  to	  the	  development	  
of	  several	  models	  of	  reading	  arising	  from	  different	  epistemological	  perspectives.	  	  	  
Models	  of	  reading	  
In	   all	   models	   of	   reading	   the	   end	   point	   is	   fluent	   comprehension	   of	   written	   text,	   and	   both	  
constructivist	   and	   instructivist	  perspectives	  acknowledge	   that	   this	   requires	   letter	   recognition	  
and	  automaticity	  of	  word	  recognition	  (Coltheart,	  2005;	  Goodman,	  1967;	  Torgesen,	  1998).	  	  The	  
differences	  lie	  in	  the	  epistemological	  beliefs	  that	  underpin	  the	  models.	  	  
Whole-­‐language	  approaches	  to	  reading	  are	  based	  on	  constructivist	  beliefs	  that	  children	  learn	  
by	  doing.	   	   In	   relation	   to	   learning	   to	   read,	  children	   learn	   to	   read	  by	  coming	   into	  contact	  with	  
print	  in	  meaningful	  contexts	  (F.	  Smith,	  1992)	  and,	  in	  these	  contexts,	  they	  use	  a	  multiple-­‐cueing	  
system	  consisting	  of	  syntactic,	  semantic	  and	  graphophonic	  elements	  (Annandale	  et	  al.,	  2004;	  
Clay,	   1998;	   F.	   Smith,	   1992).	   	   The	   Searchlights	   model	   (Figure	   2.1)	   is	   based	   on	   constructivist	  
beliefs	  about	   learning	  and	  has	   its	  origin	   in	  Reading	  Recovery	  (Clay,	  1987).	   	   In	  this	  model,	   the	  
reader	  draws	  on	  knowledge	  of	  the	  four	  ‘searchlights’	  to	  make	  sense	  of	  the	  text,	  with	  the	  use	  of	  
decoding	   skills	   being	   seen	   as	   a	   ‘last	   resort’	   when	   other	   strategies	   have	   failed	   (Beard,	   1998;	  
Stuart,	  2003).	   	  This	  was	  presented	  as	  a	  framework	  for	  teaching	  reading	  to	  in-­‐service	  and	  pre-­‐
service	  teachers	  in	  the	  United	  Kingdom	  between	  1998	  and	  2006.	  
In	   comparison	   to	   the	   constructivist	   nature	   of	   whole-­‐language	   teaching,	   an	   approach	   that	  
includes	   the	   explicit	   teaching	   of	   phonics	   is	   based	   on	   instructivist	   beliefs	   about	   learning	   and	  
foregrounds	  knowledge	  of	  the	  phonological	  structure	  of	   language	  as	  an	  essential	  component	  
in	   reading	   instruction.	   	   It	   was	   within	   this	   paradigm	   that	   Coltheart	   proposed	   a	   Dual	   Route	  
theory	   of	   word	   recognition	   (Coltheart,	   Curtis,	   Atkins,	   &	   Haller,	   1993),	   which	   involves	   two	  
processes:	  a	  lexical	  route,	  and	  a	  non-­‐lexical	  route,	  both	  of	  which	  are	  accessible	  by	  a	  proficient	  
reader.	  	  The	  lexical	  (or	  visual)	  route	  is	  the	  most	  efficient,	  with	  the	  reader	  drawing	  on	  a	  mental	  
lexicon,	  or	  dictionary,	  of	   known,	  and	   therefore	   instantly	   recognised	  words	   for	   rapid	   reading.	  	  
The	   non-­‐lexical	   route	   is	   required	   when	   readers	   encounter	   unfamiliar	   words,	   and	   involves	  
drawing	  on	   their	   knowledge	  of	  phoneme-­‐grapheme	  correspondences.	  This	   is	   a	   less	  efficient,	  
but	  still	  essential,	   skill	   for	   independent	   reading.	   	  Coltheart	   (2006)	  offers	   the	  example	  of	  how	  
the	   novel,	   The	   Brothers	   Karamazov,	   is	   read,	   to	   explain	   why	   the	   non-­‐lexical	   route	   is	   still	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required	   by	   proficient	   readers.	   	   Within	   its	   48	   chapters,	   many	   Russian	   names	   present	   a	  
challenge	  for	  most	  readers	  of	  English.	  	  Coltheart	  explains	  that	  the	  reader	  must	  be	  able	  to	  use	  
phoneme-­‐grapheme	  knowledge	   in	  order	   to	  generate	  pronunciations	  of	   these	  words	   to	  assist	  
recognition	  of	  them	  later	  in	  the	  book.	  	  	  
	  
Figure	  2.1.	  The	  Searchlights	  Model	  of	  Reading	  (Adapted	  from	  Beard	  (1998))	  	  
	  
	  





As	  a	  reaction	  to	  some	  of	  the	  more	  extreme	  whole-­‐language	  and	  explicit-­‐phonics	  proponents,	  
reading	   researchers	   began	   advocating	   for	   a	  more	   balanced	   approach	   to	   reading	   instruction	  
(Biemiller,	   1994;	   Pearson,	   2004).	   	   The	   Simple	   Model	   of	   Reading,	   which	   replaced	   the	  
Searchlights	  model	  in	  the	  United	  Kingdom	  and	  now	  underpins	  the	  current	  approach	  to	  reading	  
instruction	  in	  the	  United	  Kingdom	  (J.	  Rose,	  2006)	  is	  one	  example	  of	  this	  approach.	   	  Proposed	  
by	  Gough	  and	  Tunmer	  (1986),	   the	  Simple	  Model	  conceptualises	  reading	  as	  having	  two	  broad	  
components,	   decoding	   and	   comprehension	   (Figure	   2.3),	   with	   the	   contribution	   of	   each	  
component	  changing	  as	  the	  reader	  becomes	  more	  proficient.	  	  	  	  
	  
Figure	  2.3.	  The	  Simple	  View	  of	  Reading	  (Gough	  &	  Tunmer,	  1986)	  
Other	   models	   of	   reading	   that	   incorporate	   explicit	   phonics	   as	   a	   component	   of	   reading	  
development	   include	   Chall	   (1983),	   Ehri	   (1998),	   and	   Spear-­‐Swerling	   and	   Sternberg’s	   (Spear-­‐
Swerling	  &	  Sternberg,	  1996)	   ‘stage’	  models,	  which	   identify	  specific	   stages	   that	   readers	  move	  
through	   towards	   reading	   proficiency.	   	   These	   models	   include	   phonological	   and	   phonemic	  
awareness	   as	   precursors	   to	   reading	   proficiency.	   	   Chall’s	   (1983)	   model,	   which	   offers	   an	  
explanation	  of	  the	  process	  from	  birth	  to	  adulthood,	  identifies	  six	  stages	  in	  the	  development	  of	  
proficient	  reading:	  (0)	  emergent	  literacy,	  which	  includes	  the	  child	  enacting	  the	  role	  of	  a	  reader	  
for	  texts	  that	  have	  previously	  been	  read	  to	  them	  and	  recognising	  some	  letters	  and	  symbols;	  (1)	  
acquisition	  of	  phonological	  decoding	  and	  recoding	  skills;	  (2)	  decoding	  confirmation	  and	  fluency	  
as	  these	  skills	  become	  automatised;	  (3)	  learning	  the	  new	  (single	  viewpoint);	  (4)	  developing	  the	  
capacity	  to	  consider	  multiple	  viewpoints;	  and	  finally	  (5),	  a	  world	  view	  where	  the	  mature	  reader	  
reads	  for	  the	  construction	  and	  reconstruction	  of	  knowledge.	  	  Ehri	  (1998)	  posits	  four	  phases	  of	  
reading:	   (1)	   pre-­‐alphabetic,	  where	   the	   child	   does	   not	   posses	   any	   knowledge	   of	   letter-­‐sound	  
relationships	  and	  recognises	  words	  by	  their	  visual	  or	  sematic	  features;	  (2)	  partial	  alphabetic,	  in	  
which	   the	   child	   has	   knowledge	   of	   some	   letters	  which	   they	   use	   to	   attempt	   pronunciation	   of	  
words;	  (3)	  full	  alphabetic,	  which	  includes	  the	  ability	  to	  recognise	  letter	  sounds	  relationships	  as	  
well	  as	  map	  graphemes	  to	  phonemes;	  and,	  (4)	  consolidated	  alphabetic,	  the	  final	  stage	  in	  which	  
automaticity	  of	  recognition	  for	  commonly	  used	  letter	  sequences	  is	  achieved.	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Spear-­‐Swerling	   and	  Sternberg	   (1996)	   combine	   the	  work	  of	  Chall	   (1983)	   and	  Ehri	   (1998)	  with	  
their	   understanding	   of	   the	   difficulties	   poor	   readers	   experience	   in	   their	  model	   that	   not	   only	  
illustrates	   the	   stages	   of	   development,	   but	   also	   identifies	   points	   in	   the	   trajectory	   towards	  
proficient	  reading	  where	  progress	  can	  be	  interrupted.	  	  They	  provide	  five	  descriptors	  of	  readers	  
that	  identify	  the	  difficulties	  these	  readers	  are	  experiencing	  that	  prevent	  them	  from	  progressing	  
to	   the	   next	   phase	   of	   reading	   development.	   	  Non-­‐alphabetic	   readers	   are	   those	   readers	   who	  
have	   not	   developed	   letter-­‐sound	   knowledge,	   compensatory	   readers	   have	   impaired	   word	  
recognition,	   non-­‐automatic	   readers	   lack	   automaticity	   in	   word	   recognition	   and	   recall,	   as	   do	  
delayed	  readers.	   	  The	  key	  aspect	  of	  each	  of	  these	  descriptors	   is	   the	   impact	   it	  has	  on	  reading	  
comprehension	   and	   the	   final	   descriptor,	   suboptimal	   readers,	   relates	   only	   to	   reading	  
comprehension,	   identifying	   those	   readers	   who	   are	   not	   able	   to	   reach	   the	   highest	   levels	   of	  
comprehension.	  	  The	  stages	  of	  reading	  development	  and	  the	  progression	  of	  reading	  difficulties	  
are	  positioned	  on	  a	  continuum	  against	  the	  impact	  of	  these	  difficulties	  on	  motivation,	  practice	  
and	  expectations.	  	  	  
McKenna	   and	   Stahl	   (2009)	   also	   consolidated	   the	   research	   on	   stages	   of	   reading	   in	   their	  
Cognitive	  Model	   of	   Reading	   (Figure	   2.4).	   	   In	   addition	   to	   components	   such	   as	   phonemic	   and	  
phonological	   awareness,	   their	   model	   also	   acknowledges	   the	   impact	   of	   early	   literacy	  
experiences	   on	   reading	   development	   and	   further	   highlights	   that	   the	   ultimate	   purpose	   of	  
reading	   is	   comprehension.	   	   McKenna	   and	   Stahl	   (2009)	   suggest	   that	   comprehension	   is	  
dependent	  on	  a	  number	  of	  factors:	  the	  child’s	  automatic	  recognition	  of	  words,	  which	  requires	  
the	  use	  of	   lexical	   and	   sub-­‐lexical	   processes;	   language	   comprehension,	  which	   is	   facilitated	  by	  
general	   knowledge	   in	   conjunction	   with	   knowledge	   of	   text	   types	   and	   vocabulary;	   strategic	  
knowledge,	  which	  includes	  knowledge	  about	  the	  purpose	  of	  reading;	  and,	  strategies	  that	  can	  
be	   used	   to	  make	  meaning	   of	   text,	   such	   as	   sounding	   out	   unfamiliar	  words	   or	   looking	   at	   the	  
picture	  to	  provide	  clues.	  	  As	  with	  Spear-­‐Swerling	  and	  Sternberg’s	  model,	  the	  Cognitive	  Model	  
can	  be	  used	  as	  a	  diagnostic	   tool	  by	  considering	   in	  which	  aspect/s	  of	   the	  reading	  process	   the	  
child	  might	   be	   experiencing	   difficulties.	   	   One	   notable	   omission	   from	  many	   of	   the	  models	   of	  
reading	  development	  is	  the	  role	  of	  oral	  language	  in	  the	  development	  of	  reading,	  with	  much	  of	  
the	   research	   into	   reading	   development	   focusing	   on	   subsequent	   stages	   of	   the	   process.	  	  
Cunningham,	   Zilbulsky	   and	   Callahan	   (2009)	   assert	   that	   oral	   language	   development	   is	   an	  
important	  precursor	  to	  reading	  development	  and	  a	  study	  by	  Al	  Otaiba	  et	  al.	  (2008)	  found	  that	  
children	   with	   strong	   oral	   language	   skills	   may	   be	   more	   able	   to	   compensate	   for	   other	  
weaknesses	   in	   reading,	   such	   as	   phonological	   awareness	   or	   decoding,	   than	   children	   with	  





Figure	  2.4.	  The	  Cognitive	  Model	  of	  Reading	  (McKenna	  &	  Stahl,	  2009)	  
Dickinson,	   Golinkoff	   and	   Hirsh-­‐Pasek	   (2010),	   in	   their	   review	   of	   literature	   on	   the	   impact	   of	  
language	  development	  on	  reading	  skills	  concluded	  that	  	  
...language	  is	  unique	  among	  precursor	  abilities	  in	  its	  pervasiveness	  for	  both	  
early	  and	  later	  reading	  competencies	  and	  for	  the	  duration	  of	  its	  effects	  on	  
reading	  comprehension	  as	  code	  breaking	  turns	  into	  meaning	  making.	  (p.	  
308).	  	  	  
Konza’s	  Big	  Six	  framework	  (Konza,	  2010b)	  (Figure	  2.5)	  includes	  oral	  language	  with	  the	  five	  core	  
recommendations	   of	   the	   National	   Reading	   Panel	   (2000)	   to	   acknowledge	   the	   underlying	  
significance	   of	   oral	   language	   in	   all	   literacy	   development.	   	   This	   framework	  was	   developed	   to	  
translate	   a	   large	  body	  of	   research	   into	   a	   form	   that	   is	  more	   accessible	   to	   teachers	  by	   clearly	  
identifying	  the	  areas	  of	  reading	  development	  that	  require	  explicit	  instruction:	  	  
1. Oral	  language	  development	  and	  early	  literacy	  experiences	  
2. Phonological	  awareness,	  especially	  phonemic	  awareness	  
3. Letter-­‐sound	  knowledge	  (phonics)	  and	  word	  knowledge	  
4. Vocabulary	  
5. Fluency	  




Figure	  2.5.	  The	  Big	  Six	  (Konza,	  2010b)	  
The	  variety	  of	  models	  reflects	  the	  differing	  beliefs	  about	  how	  children	  learn	  and	  provides	  some	  
insight	  into	  why	  reading	  instruction	  is	  such	  a	  contentious	  issue;	  that	  is,	  teachers	  who	  ascribe	  to	  
different	   beliefs	   about	   the	   way	   children	   acquire	   reading	   skills	   will	   endorse	   very	   different	  
classroom	  practice.	   	  The	  use	  of	  these	  models	  as	  diagnostic	  tools	  could	  also	  result	   in	  differing	  
interpretations	   of	   the	   cause	   and	   subsequent	   remediation	   required	   for	   children	  with	   reading	  
difficulties.	  	  
When	  considered	  in	  conjunction	  with	  the	  research	  on	  how	  children	  learn	  to	  read,	  it	  is	  evident	  
that	   the	   research	  points	   towards	  several	  key	  areas	   in	   the	  development	  of	   reading	  skills;	  oral	  
language	  development,	  phonological	  awareness,	  letter-­‐sound	  knowledge,	  the	  development	  of	  
vocabulary,	   fluency	   and,	   subsequently,	   comprehension.	   What	   is	   also	   highlighted	   in	   the	  
research	  is	  that	  the	  most	  effective	  way	  to	  teach	  these	  skills	  is	  explicitly	  and	  systematically,	  and	  
while	  most	  reading	  researchers	  agree	  on	  what	  skills	  are	  required,	  many	  still	  resist	  the	  notion	  
that	  these	  skills	  need	  to	  be	  taught	  explicitly,	  or	  differ	  in	  their	  interpretation	  of	  what	  constitutes	  
explicit	  instruction.	  	  
The	  war	  is	  over	  but	  the	  battles	  continue	  –	  Not	  IF	  but	  HOW	  
Assertions	  such	  as	  those	  by	  Goodman	  (1989)	  that	  “whole	  language	  is	  whole”	  (p.	  69)	  and	  does	  
not	   require	  explicit	   instruction	   in	  phonics	   to	  make	   it	  effective,	  epitomises	   the	  polarisation	  of	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the	   debate	   over	   reading	   instruction.	   	   Dr	   Morag	   Stuart,	   in	   providing	   evidence	   to	   a	   British	  
parliamentary	  enquiry,	  reported	  on	  research	  she	  was	  conducting	  in	  which	  she	  “nearly	  lost	  one	  
school	   because	   the	   phonics-­‐taught	   children	  were	   doing	   better	   than	   the	   non-­‐phonics	   taught	  
children,	  and	  this	  head	  teacher	  said	  to	  me	  that	  she	  was	  ideologically	  opposed	  to	  taking	  part	  in	  
a	  study	  which	  showed	  that	  phonics	  teaching	  worked”	  (Education	  and	  Skills	  Committee,	  2004,	  
Ev.	  18).	  	  	  
When	   we	   consider	   the	   different	   theoretical	   beliefs	   that	   underpin	   the	   whole	   language	   and	  
explicit-­‐phonics	  approaches	   to	   reading	   instruction,	   it	   is	  easy	   to	  see	  why	   there	  has	  been	  such	  
resistance	   to	   phonics	   instruction.	   	   The	   explicit	   phonics	   approach	   is	   more	   closely	   aligned	   to	  
behaviourist	  views	  of	  learning,	  which	  have	  been	  widely	  criticised	  in	  contemporary	  educational	  
literature,	   while	   the	   whole	   language	   or	   meaning-­‐based	   approaches	   are	   aligned	   with	  
constructivist	  beliefs	  of	  learning.	  	  However,	  even	  within	  the	  earlier	  discussions	  by	  advocates	  of	  
phonics	   instruction	   there	   is	   an	   acknowledgement	   that	   reading	   instruction	   is	   not	   all	   about	  
teaching	   phonics.	   	   Notably,	   Adams	   (1990)	   asserts	   that	   it	  was	   possible,	   but	   not	   desirable,	   to	  
teach	   only	   phonics	   and	   ignore	   the	   meaning	   of	   written	   words.	   	   In	   recent	   times	   the	   term	  
‘balanced’	   has	   been	   used	   to	   refer	   to	   instruction	   that	   incorporates	   both	   explicit-­‐phonics	   and	  
whole-­‐language	   approaches	   (Winch,	   Johnston,	   March,	   Ljungdahl,	   &	   Holliday,	   2006)	   and	  
highlights	  the	  general	  acceptance	  that	  effective	  reading	  instruction	  requires	  both	  decoding	  and	  
whole	   language	  approaches	  (Konza,	  2006).	   	  This	  would	  appear	  to	  mark	  the	  end	  of	  hostilities;	  
however,	   Moats	   (2000)	   suggests	   that	   many	   of	   the	   programs	   purporting	   to	   use	   ‘a	   balanced	  
approach’	  are	  merely	  whole	  language	  “wearing	  the	  fig	  leaf	  of	  ‘balanced’	  instruction”	  (p.	  iii)	  and	  
do	  not	  consist	  of	  the	  components	  necessary	  to	  effectively	  teach	  decoding	  skills.	  	  This	  heralds	  a	  
new	  phase	  in	  the	  ‘Reading	  Wars’,	  one	  in	  which	  the	  conflict	  is	  not	  over	  whether	  or	  not	  to	  teach	  
phonics,	  but	  ‘how’	  to	  teach	  phonics	  (Hempenstall,	  2005).	  	  
Initial	   discussions	   were	   around	   whether	   to	   teach	   explicitly,	   directly	   instructing	   children	   in	  
letter-­‐sound	   relationships	   or	   implicitly,	   by	   providing	   examples	   from	   which	   children	   could	  
deduce	   the	   relationships.	   	   Contemporary	   debates	   revolve	   around	   whether	   to	   use	   analytic	  
phonics,	  where	  children	  are	  taught	  all	  letter	  names	  and	  sounds	  and	  then	  analyse	  the	  sounds	  in	  
words	   they	  know	   in	  order	   to	  work	  out	  how	  to	   read	  new	  words;	  or	   synthetic	  phonics,	  where	  
individual	   letter	  sounds	  are	  taught	   in	  an	  order	  that	  facilitates	  early	  blending.	   	  Some	  critics	  of	  
synthetic	  phonics	  focus	  on	  a	  perceived	  lack	  of	  distinction	  between	  decoding	  and	  reading	  in	  the	  
research	  on	  reading	  instruction,	  suggesting	  that	  phonics	  should	  be	  taught	  with	  an	  emphasis	  on	  
meaning	   and	   context	   if	   students	   are	   to	   develop	   good	   reading	   skills	   (Davis,	   2013).	  	  
Contemporary	  models	  of	  reading	  instruction	  acknowledge	  that	  decoding	  is	  only	  one	  aspect	  of	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learning	   to	   read	   (for	   example,	   Konza,	   2010b)	   but	   research	   has	   also	   identified	   that	   students	  
who	  receive	  decoding	  instruction	  via	  a	  synthetic	  phonics	  approach,	  for	  example;	  Project	  Follow	  
Through	  (W.	  Becker	  &	  Engelmann,	  1978) and	  The	  Clackmannanshire	  studies	  (R.	  S.	  Johnston	  &	  
Watson,	  2005),	  have	  better	  outcomes	  in	  other	  areas	  of	  reading	  development.	  
Project	  Follow	  Through,	  a	  study	  examining	  several	  educational	  programs	  designed	  to	  improve	  
academic	  outcomes	  for	  disadvantaged	  students	  in	  K-­‐	  3	  across	  139	  communities	  in	  the	  United	  
States	  of	  America,	  demonstrated	   that	   children	  undertaking	   the	  Direct	   Instruction	  Model	  had	  
the	  best	  outcomes	  of	  all	  the	  students	  involved	  in	  the	  research	  (W.	  Becker	  &	  Engelmann,	  1978).	  	  
Children	  being	   taught	  using	   the	  Direct	   Instruction	  Model,	   a	  program	   that	  utilises	   a	   synthetic	  
phonics	  approach	  to	  teaching	  decoding,	  improved	  to	  the	  point	  where	  they	  were	  achieving	  the	  
same	  outcomes	  as	  their	  middle-­‐class	  peers.	  	  What	  is	  also	  of	  significance	  is	  that	  children	  using	  
this	  approach	  attained	  better	  outcomes	  in	  the	  areas	  of	  cognitive-­‐conceptual	  skills	  and	  affective	  
measures	  than	  students	  undertaking	  programs	  specifically	  designed	  to	  improve	  these	  skills	  (W.	  
Becker	  &	  Engelmann,	  1978).	   	  More	  recently	  the	  Clackmannanshire	  studies	  have	  also	  asserted	  
that	  a	  synthetic	  phonics	  approach	  to	  teaching	  decoding	  supports	  improvements	  in	  other	  areas	  
of	  reading	  development	  (R.	  S.	  Johnston	  &	  Watson,	  2005).	  	  Proponents	  of	  analytic	  phonics	  have	  
criticised	   the	   methodology	   of	   this	   study	   suggesting	   that	   the	   research	   design	   lacked	   rigour	  
(Wyse	  &	  Goswami,	   2008).	   	   Despite	   this	   concern,	   the	   findings	   have	   been	  widely	   accepted	   as	  
indicative	   of	   the	   success	   of	   a	   synthetic	   phonics	   approach	   in	   the	   initial	   stages	   of	   reading	  
instruction	  (McGeown	  &	  Medford,	  2013;	  J.	  Rose,	  2006).	  	  
The	   Clackmannanshire	   studies	   (R.	   S.	   Johnston	   &	   Watson,	   2005;	   R.	   S.	   Johnston	   &	   Watson,	  
2003),	  describing	  the	  progress	  of	  300	  children	  who	  received	  instruction	  in	  synthetics	  phonics	  in	  
the	   first	   year	   of	   formal	   schooling,	   provide	   insight	   into	   the	   efficacy	  of	   synthetic	   over	   analytic	  
phonics	   approaches.	   	   In	   the	   initial	   study	   children	   were	   placed	   in	   one	   of	   three	   groups:	   one	  
group	   being	   taught	   using	   a	   synthetic	   phonics	   program;	   another	   by	   an	   analytic	   phonics	  
program;	   and,	   the	   final	   by	   a	   combination	   of	   analytic	   phonics	   and	   phonological	   awareness	  
training.	  	  In	  reporting	  on	  the	  findings	  of	  this	  study,	  Johnston	  and	  Watson	  (2005)	  found	  that	  the	  
synthetic	  phonics	  program	  was	  the	  most	  effective	  for	  developing	  literacy	  skills.	  	  In	  a	  follow-­‐up	  
study	  Johnston	  and	  Watson	  tracked	  the	  students’	  progress	  from	  Years	  1	  to	  7	  and	  reported	  that	  
“gains	  made	   in	  word	  reading	   in	  Primary	  1	  had	   increased	  6	   fold	  by	  the	  end	  of	  Primary	  7	   [and	  
the]	  gain	  in	  spelling	  was	  4.5	  fold”	  (p.	  8).	  These	  results	  are	  impressive	  as	  there	  is	  generally	  the	  
expectation	  that	  the	  effects	  of	  training	  programs	  will	  diminish	  over	  time.	  	  Early	  advantages	  in	  
reading	  comprehension	   for	   those	   in	   the	  synthetic	  phonics	  group	  did	  decrease	  over	   time,	  but	  
students	  were	  still	  above	  chronological	  age	  in	  reading	  comprehension	  by	  year	  7	  (R.	  S.	  Johnston	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&	   Watson,	   2005).	   	   The	   authors	   conclude	   that,	   “the	   synthetic	   phonics	   programme	   led	   to	  
children	   from	   lower	   socio-­‐economic	   backgrounds	   performing	   at	   the	   same	   level	   as	   children	  
from	   advantaged	   backgrounds	   for	   most	   of	   their	   time	   in	   primary	   school.	   It	   also	   led	   to	   boys	  
performing	  better	  than	  or	  as	  well	  as	  girls”	  (R.	  S.	  Johnston	  &	  Watson,	  2005,	  p.	  8).	  	  
Synthetic	   phonics	   programs	   are	   also	   designed	   around	   the	   pedagogy	   of	   explicit	   instruction;	  
therefore,	   as	   both	   the	   content	   and	   the	   method	   of	   delivering	   has	   been	   shown	   to	   have	   a	  
significant	   on	   students’	   performance	   (Adams,	   1990;	   McGeown	   &	   Medford,	   2013;	   B.	   V.	  
Rosenshine	   &	   Stevens,	   1984),	   clarity	   around	   terminology	   is	   essential	   to	   understanding	   the	  
process	   for	   delivering	   this	   type	   of	   instruction.	   	   The	   term	   ‘explicit’	   holds	   different	  meanings	  
within	  educational	  circles,	  with	  some	  using	  the	  term	  to	  refer	  generically	  to	  instruction	  that	   is	  
clearly	  stated	  and	  defined,	  while	  others	  use	  the	  term	  to	  refer	  to	  a	  specific	  approach	  informed	  
by	   the	   research.	   	   The	  Early	  Years	   Learning	  Framework,	   for	  example,	   (Australian	  Government	  
Department	   of	   Education,	   2009)	   recommends	   that	   teachers	   “talk	   explicitly	   about	   concepts	  
such	   as	   rhyme	   and	   letters	   and	   sounds	   when	   sharing	   texts	   with	   children”	   (p.	   41),	   but	   the	  
document	  does	  not	  define	  what	   is	  meant	  by	   ‘explicit’.	   	  Mesmer	  and	  Griffith	  (2006)	  noted	  an	  
increase	   in	   the	   number	   of	   resources	   purporting	   to	   provide	   explicit	   and	   systematic	   phonics	  
instruction	  and	  investigated	  the	  meaning	  of	  these	  terms	  in	  order	  to	  provide	  clarity	  to	  reading	  
teachers.	  	  They	  concluded	  that	  ‘systematic’	  refers	  to	  the	  content	  of	  the	  program	  while	  ‘explicit’	  
refers	   to	   the	  way	   the	   content	   is	   delivered.	   	   They	   defined	   explicit	   instruction	   as	   the	   teacher	  
actively	  conducting	  and	  monitoring	  the	  learning.	  	  	  
In	  contrast	   to	   the	  more	  general	  use	  of	   the	   term,	  when	  discussing	  explicit	   instruction,	  Archer	  
and	  Hughes	  (2011)	  identified	  16	  elements	  drawn	  from	  the	  research	  that	  combine	  to	  constitute	  
explicit	  instruction.	  	  These	  elements	  are:	  (1)	  focus	  instruction	  on	  critical	  content,	  (2)	  sequence	  
skills	   logically,	   (3)	  break	  down	  complex	   skills	   and	   strategies	   into	   small	   instructional	  units,	   (4)	  
design	  organised	  and	  focused	  lessons,	  (5)	  begin	  lessons	  with	  a	  clear	  statement	  of	  the	  lesson’s	  
goals	   and	   your	   expectations,	   (6)	   review	   prior	   skills	   and	   knowledge	   before	   beginning	  
instruction,	   (7)	   provide	   step-­‐by-­‐step	   demonstrations,	   (8)	   use	   clear	   and	   concise	   language,	   (9)	  
provide	  an	  adequate	  range	  of	  examples	  and	  non-­‐examples,	  (10)	  provide	  guided	  and	  supported	  
practice,	   (11)	   require	   frequent	   responses,	   (12)	   monitor	   student	   performance	   closely,	   (13)	  
provide	  immediate	  affirmative	  and	  corrective	  feedback,	  (14)	  deliver	  the	  lesson	  at	  a	  brisk	  pace,	  
(15)	  help	  students	  organise	  knowledge,	  and	   (16)	  provide	  distributed	  and	  cumulative	  practice	  
(pp.	   2-­‐3).	   	   Rosenshine’s	   (2012)	   17	   principles	   of	   effective	   instruction	   identify	   similar	  
components	   to	   those	   in	  Archer	   and	  Hughes’	   definition	   of	   explicit	   instruction.	   	   To	   serve	   as	   a	  
distinction	   between	   approaches	   that	   use	   the	  more	   generic	   definition	   of	   ‘explicit’	   and	   those	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approaches	   that	   include	   modelling,	   guided	   practice,	   a	   brisk	   pace,	   and	   the	   monitoring	   of	  
independent	  practice	  (Archer	  &	  Hughes,	  2011;	  B.	  V	  Rosenshine,	  2012),	  the	  terms	  ‘systematic’	  
and	   ‘synthetic’	   are	   often	   included	   when	   discussing	   approaches	   that	   include	   all	   of	   these	  
components.	  	  	  
Research	   supports	   the	   use	   of	   explicit	   systematic	   synthetic	   phonics	   as	   the	   most	   effective	  
approach	   to	   teaching	   decoding	   (Archer	   &	   Hughes,	   2011;	   Buckingham,	  Wheldall,	   &	   Beaman-­‐
Wheldall,	  2013;	  de	  Lemos,	  2013;	  Engelmann	  &	  Carnine,	  1991;	  L.	  C.	  Moats,	  2000)	  and	  studies	  
like	   those	   in	   the	  United	  States	  of	  America,	   and	  Clackmannanshire,	   Scotland,	   identify	   specific	  
outcomes	   of	   this	   approach	   to	   teaching	   (R.	   S.	   Johnston	   &	   Watson,	   2005;	   R.	   S.	   Johnston	   &	  
Watson,	  2003).	   	  Despite	   the	   consistent	   findings	  of	   research	   regarding	   the	  efficacy	  of	  explicit	  
and	  systematic	  teaching	  conducted	  over	  many	  decades,	  there	  was	  little	  impact	  on	  educational	  
policy	  until	  the	  late	  20th,	  early	  21st	  century	  when	  governments	  in	  the	  United	  States	  of	  America	  
(USA),	   United	   Kingdom	   (UK)	   and	   Australia	   commissioned	   nationwide	   investigations	   into	  
effective	   literacy	   practices.	   The	   major	   reports	   emanating	   from	   these	   investigations	   are	  
discussed	  in	  the	  next	  section.	  
National	  inquiries	  
One	   of	   the	  most	   comprehensive	   of	   these	   inquiries	   was	   conducted	   by	   the	   National	   Reading	  
Panel	  in	  the	  USA,	  which	  was	  assigned	  the	  task	  of	  assessing	  the	  research	  on	  the	  effectiveness	  of	  
various	  approaches	  to	  teaching	  children	  to	  read.	  	  This	  involved	  a	  literature	  search	  in	  which	  the	  
Panel	  identified	  approximately	  100,000	  studies	  undertaken	  on	  reading	  instruction	  since	  1966,	  
and	   another	   15,000	   published	   prior	   to	   that	   time.	   From	   this	   body	   of	   literature	   the	   Panel	  
selected	   only	   experimental	   and	   quasi-­‐experimental	   studies	   that	   met	   rigorous	   scientific	  
standards	   for	   their	   review	   (National	   Reading	   Panel,	   2000),	   identifying	   the	   following	   five	   key	  
areas	  required	  for	  effective	  reading	  instruction:	  
1. Phonemic	   awareness:	   the	   ability	   to	   hear	   and	   identify	   individual	   sounds	   in	   spoken	  
words;	  
2. Phonics:	   the	   relationship	  between	   the	   letters	  of	  written	   language	  and	   the	   sounds	  of	  
spoken	  language;	  
3. Fluency:	  the	  capacity	  to	  read	  text	  accurately	  and	  quickly;	  
4. Vocabulary:	  all	  the	  words	  students	  must	  know	  to	  communicate	  effectively;	  and,	  
5. Comprehension:	  the	  ability	  to	  understand	  what	  has	  been	  read.	  
One	   of	   the	   key	   conclusions	   reached	   by	   the	   Panel	   was	   that	   teaching	   children	   explicitly	   and	  
systematically	   to	  manipulate	  phonemes	  significantly	   improves	  children's	   reading	  and	  spelling	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abilities,	   and	   that	   systematic	   phonics	   instruction	   results	   in	   the	   greatest	   improvements	   in	  
reading	   for	   children	   from	   Kindergarten	   to	   Grade	   6,	   and	   for	   children	   having	   difficulties	   in	  
learning	  to	  read.	  	  
In	  Australia,	   the	   introduction	  of	   state	  and	  nationwide	   testing	  and	   the	   findings	   from	  agencies	  
including	   the	   Australian	   Council	   for	   Educational	   Research	   evoked	   sufficient	   concern	   for	   the	  
government	  to	  launch	  an	  inquiry	  into	  the	  teaching	  of	  reading	  in	  Australia.	  	  The	  National	  Inquiry	  
into	  the	  Teaching	  of	  Literacy	  (NITL)	  undertook	  a	  consultative	  process	  and	  an	  extensive	  review	  
of	  the	  literature	  on	  reading	  instruction,	  resulting	   in	  20	  recommendations	  aimed	  at	   improving	  
reading	   instruction	   in	   Australian	   schools	   (Appendix	   A).	   	  Of	   particular	   relevance	   to	   this	   study	  
was	  the	  emphasis	  on	  equipping	  teachers	  with	  evidence-­‐based	  strategies	  for	  effective	  reading	  
instruction.	  	  Recommendation	  15	  states	  that	  “schools	  and	  employing	  authorities,	  working	  with	  
appropriate	  professional	  organisations	  and	  higher	  education	   institutions,	  provide	  all	   teachers	  
with	   appropriate	   induction	   and	   mentoring	   throughout	   their	   careers,	   and	   with	   ongoing	  
opportunities	   for	   evidence-­‐based	   professional	   learning	   about	   effective	   literacy	   teaching”	  
(Department	  of	  Education	  Science	  and	  Training,	  2005,	  p.	  22).	  	  
In	  the	  UK	  the	  outcome	  of	  the	  2004	  House	  of	  Commons	  Select	  Committee	  on	  the	  Teaching	  of	  
Reading,	  was	  the	  appointment	  of	  Sir	  Jim	  Rose,	  a	  former	  Deputy	  Chief	  Inspector	  of	  Schools	  to	  
lead	  an	  independent	  review	  to	  examine	  best	  practice	  in	  teaching	  reading.	  	  Rose	  stated	  that	  “it	  
cannot	  be	  left	  to	  chance,	  or	  for	  children	  to	  ferret	  out,	  on	  their	  own,	  how	  the	  alphabetic	  code	  
works”	  (2006,	  p.	  19)	  and	  concluded	  that	  explicit	  instruction	  in	  synthetic	  phonics	  was	  essential	  
for	  effective	  reading	  instruction.	  	  Thus,	  the	  consistent	  finding	  from	  the	  National	  Reading	  Panel,	  
NITL,	   and	   Rose	   Review	   was	   that	   the	   systematic	   teaching	   of	   phonics	   is	   an	   essential	   part	   of	  
effective	  reading	  instruction.	  	  
Essentially,	  what	  the	  previous	  discussion	  highlights	  is	  that	  there	  has	  been	  considerable	  debate	  
over	  the	  best	  way	  to	  teach	  reading	  and,	  while	  much	  of	  this	  debate	  is	  conducted	  at	  an	  academic	  
level,	   it	   has	   the	   potential	   to	   create	   a	   confusing	   environment	   for	   teachers.	   	   It	   has	   been	  
suggested	  that	   teachers	  may	  be	  much	  more	  pragmatic	   in	   their	  approach	  to	  teaching	  reading	  
(Hempenstall,	  2005),	  but	  conflicting	  beliefs	  about	  how	  to	  teach	  reading	  have	  the	  potential	  to	  
confuse,	  and	  reduce	  teachers’	  confidence	  in	  their	  ability	  to	  teach	  children	  to	  read.	  	  Teachers’	  
beliefs	   in	   their	   ability	   to	   perform	   a	   task,	   a	   concept	   that	   Bandura	   (1986)	   referred	   to	   as	   self-­‐
efficacy,	  will	  impact	  on	  the	  way	  they	  undertake	  the	  task	  and	  their	  perseverance	  in	  the	  face	  of	  
difficulties.	   	   In	   addition,	  Guskey	   (1988)	   suggests	   that	   teachers	   are	  more	   likely	   to	   implement	  
new	  instructional	  approaches	  if	  they	  hold	  strong	  self-­‐efficacy	  beliefs.	  Therefore,	  understanding	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teacher	  beliefs	   is	  an	   important	  component	  of	  any	  approach	  that	  seeks	  to	   improve	  classroom	  
practice,	  and	  is	  a	  core	  component	  of	  the	  current	  study.	  	  	  
2.3. The	  Impact	  of	  Beliefs	  on	  Practice	  	  
Kagan	  (1992)	  asserts	  that	  beliefs	  “lie	  at	  the	  very	  heart	  of	  teaching”	  (p.	  85)	  and,	  in	  advocating	  
that	   teachers	   are	   informed	   about	   why	   certain	   approaches	   are	   effective,	   de	   Lemos’	   (2005)	  
acknowledges	  the	  impact	  of	  teachers’	  beliefs	  on	  their	  practice.	  	  Identifying	  entrenched	  beliefs	  
can	  be	  problematic	  as	  they	  can	  differ	  from	  espoused	  beliefs	  (Argyris	  &	  Schon,	  1974;	  Rokeach,	  
1976).	   The	   literature	   on	   teachers'	   beliefs	   indicates	   that	   they	   can	   be	   so	   strongly	   held	   that	  
teachers	   are	   resistant	   to	   change	   in	   the	   content	   and	  delivery	   of	   curriculum	   (Slater	  &	  Nelson,	  
2013;	   M.	   L.	   Smith	   &	   Shepherd,	   1988;	   P.	   Westwood,	   Knight,	   &	   Redden,	   2005);	   reluctant	   to	  
accept	   advice	   and	   support	   from	   other	   agents	   (Fields,	   1995);	   and,	   disinclined	   to	   adapt	   their	  
teaching	  approach	  for	  students	  with	  learning	  difficulties	  (P	  Westwood,	  1995).	  	  
Beliefs	   are	   also	   culturally	   constructed	   (Cross,	   2010)	   and	   there	   can	   be	   a	   long	   history	   to	   their	  
development:	  for	  example,	  the	  1921	  Newbolt	  report	  suggested	  that	  the	  teacher	  “should	  be	  a	  
good	   reader	  …[and]	   reading	   should	  be	   treated,	  not	  as	  a	  mechanical	   trick,	  but	  as	  a	  means	   to	  
getting	  at	  ideas”	  (Board	  of	  Education,	  1921,	  p.	  80).	  	  The	  belief	  that	  being	  a	  good	  reader	  would	  
make	   one	   a	   good	   teacher	   of	   reading	   has	   persisted,	   compelling	   Cunningham,	   Zilbulsky	   and	  
Callahan	   (2009)	   to	  assert	   that	  “being	  a	  skilled	  reader	   is	  not	  a	  sufficient	  condition	   for	  being	  a	  
skilled	  reading	  teacher”	  (p.	  504).	  	  Furthermore,	  the	  use	  of	  the	  term	  ‘mechanical	  trick’	  suggests	  
a	   criticism	   of	   teaching	   decoding	   skills,	   which	   can	   be	   seen	   in	   more	   contemporary	   literature	  
advocating	  whole	  language	  approaches.	  	  
In	   1936	   the	  Western	   Australian	   Education	   Department	   published	   a	   Primary	   Curriculum	   that	  
provided	  specific	  guidelines	  on	  how	  to	  conduct	  reading	   lessons.	   	  These	  guidelines	   included	  a	  
five-­‐part	   lesson	   structure	   consisting	   of:	   Introduction,	   First	   Reading,	   Second	   Reading,	   Third	  
Reading	  and	  Seat	  Work.	  	  No	  reference	  was	  made	  to	  explicit	  instruction	  of	  any	  component.	  	  In	  
the	   introduction,	  new	  words	  were	   introduced	  and	  students	  were	  encouraged	  to	  engage	  with	  
the	  text:	  
In	   a	   short	   conversation	   the	  new	   story	  will	   be	   associated	  with	   the	   familiar	  
experiences	   of	   the	   pupils,	   the	   pictures	   illustrating	   the	   story	   will	   be	  
examined,	   and	   several	   questions	   will	   be	   suggested	   by	   the	   pictures	   –	  
questions	   that	   can	  be	  solved	  only	  by	   reading	   the	  story.	   	  The	   teacher	  here	  
appeals	  to	  the	  curiosity	  of	  the	  pupils.	  (Education	  Department,	  1936,	  p.	  47)	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This	   approach	   to	   reading	   instruction	   is	   easily	   recognisable	   in	   many	   of	   today’s	   classrooms	  
suggesting	   that	   there	   has	   been	   little	   change	   in	   some	   teachers’	   beliefs	   about	   how	   to	   teach	  
reading.	  	  	  
The	   impact	   of	   teacher	   quality	   on	   student	   outcomes	   has	   been	   well	   documented	   (Darling-­‐
Hammond,	  2000;	  Department	  of	  Education	  Science	  and	  Training,	  2005;	   J	  Hattie,	  2003,	  2009;	  
Snow	   et	   al.,	   1998);	   therefore,	   the	   persistent	   research	   finding	   that	   educational	   professionals	  
tend	   to	   identify	   factors	   other	   than	   their	   teaching	   as	   being	   responsible	   for	   students’	   reading	  
failure	   is	  concerning.	   	  Alessi	   (1988)	  explored	  the	  beliefs	  of	  50	  school	  psychologists	  about	  the	  
factors	   that	   influence	   students’	   academic	   or	   behavioural	   progress	   and	   found	   they	   identified	  
the	   following	   five	   factors:	  curriculum,	   inappropriate	   teaching	  practices,	   school	  administrative	  
practices,	   parent	   and	   home	   influences,	   and	   factors	   associated	   with	   the	   child.	   	  When	   Alessi	  
examined	  approximately	   5000	   reports	  written	  by	   those	   school	  psychologists,	   100%	   reported	  
factors	   associated	   with	   the	   child	   as	   the	   cause	   of	   the	   learning	   difficulties.	   	   While	   10-­‐20%	  
included	   references	   to	   parental	   and	  home	   factors,	   no	   reports	   indicated	   that	   the	   curriculum,	  
teaching	  or	  school	  administration	  were	  factors	  in	  children’s	  school	  success.	  	  	  	  
In	  a	  later	  study,	  Wade	  and	  Moore	  (1993)	  surveyed	  classroom	  teachers	  about	  students’	  lack	  of	  
achievement	   and	   found	   that	   65%	   attributed	   this	   to	   student	   characteristics,	   32%	   considered	  
home	  environments	  the	  primary	  cause	  and	  only	  3%	  identified	  the	  education	  system	  as	  having	  
a	  significant	  impact	  on	  students’	  performance.	  	  Evans,	  Moore	  and	  Strnadova	  (2007)	  also	  found	  
that	  pre-­‐service	  teachers	  attributed	  students’	  difficulties	  in	  learning	  to	  read	  to	  factors	  such	  as	  
“lack	   of	   practice,	   home	   background,	   cultural	   background,	   and	   type	   of	   personality”	   (p.	   66)	  
rather	   than	   the	   teaching	   they	   received.	   	   An	   important	   implication	   of	   these	   beliefs	   is	   that	  
teachers	   see	   students’	   failure	   as	   generally	   outside	   their	   control	   (Berliner,	   2006;	   Chudgar	   &	  
Luschei,	  2009),	  and	  consequently	   they	  are	  unlikely	   to	   interrogate	   their	  own	  practice.	   	   Judge,	  
Jackson,	  Shaw,	  Scott	  and	  Rich	   (2007)	   caution	   that	   there	  are	  other	   factors,	   such	  as	   individual	  
differences	   and	   the	   complexity	   of	   a	   task,	   that	   will	   influence	   the	   predictive	   validity	   of	   self-­‐
efficacy.	  	  Bandura	  (1997)	  and	  Smylie	  (1988),	  however,	  assert	  that	  when	  teachers	  have	  a	  strong	  
sense	   of	   self-­‐efficacy,	   they	   are	   more	   willing	   to	   perceive	   they	   have	   influence	   over	   student	  
outcomes	  and	  to	  be	  innovative	  in	  their	  practice.	  	  
Given	   the	   importance	  of	   teacher	  beliefs	   (Bandura,	   1997;	   Pajares,	   1992;	   Tschannen-­‐Moran	  &	  
Woolfolk-­‐Hoy,	  2001)	  and	  the	  inconsistencies	  between	  these	  and	  research	  on	  effective	  literacy	  
instruction,	   it	   is	  of	   some	  concern	   that	   teachers	  may	  be	  resistant	   to	  adopting	  evidence-­‐based	  
approaches	  if	  they	  do	  not	  align	  with	  their	  beliefs	  about	  reading	  acquisition	  and	  the	  causes	  of	  
reading	   difficulties.	   	   Some	   researchers	   also	   assert	   that	   teachers’	   content	   knowledge	   has	   an	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even	  greater	   impact	  on	   instructional	  practices	  than	  beliefs	   (McCutchen	  et	  al.,	  2002)	  and	  that	  
content	   knowledge	   is	   a	   significant	   factor	   in	   student	   outcomes	   (Schroeder,	   Scott,	   Tolson,	  
Huang,	  &	  Lee,	  2007).	   	  The	  models	  of	  Pedagogical	  Content	  Knowledge	   (PCK),	  discussed	   in	   the	  
following	   section,	   highlight	   the	   interplay	   between	   knowledge	   and	   beliefs	   that	   result	   in	   the	  
behaviours	  teachers	  exhibit	  when	  teaching	  a	  specific	  subject	  within	  a	  specific	  context.	  	  	  
2.4. The	  Impact	  of	  Teachers’	  Pedagogical	  Content	  Knowledge	  (PCK)	  
One	   of	   the	   paradoxes	   of	   education	   is	   that,	   while	   everyone	   has	   been	   to	   school	   and	   thus	  
experienced	   classroom	   instruction,	   it	   remains	   an	   area	   largely	   impenetrable	   to	   researchers	  
(Fullan,	   Hill,	   &	   Crévola,	   2006).	   	   Shulman	   lamented	   that	   “richly	   developed	   portrayals	   of	  
expertise	  in	  teaching	  are	  rare”	  (1987,	  p.	  1)	  as	  most	  teaching	  is	  undertaken	  as	  a	  private	  activity	  
in	   the	   classroom	   and	   rarely	   observed	   by	   peers.	   	   He	   argued	   that	   there	   is	   “an	   elaborate	  
knowledge	  base	   for	   teaching”	   (p.	  7)	  and	   that	   it	  was	  not	  only	  possible,	  but	  also	  beneficial,	   to	  
examine	  and	  document	  the	  disciplinary	  knowledge	  base	  which	  enables	  teachers	  to	  engage	  in	  
‘effective	   practices’.	   	   The	  model	   of	   teacher	   knowledge	   initially	   proposed	   by	   Shulman	   (1986)	  
comprised	  three	  domains:	  subject	  matter	  knowledge,	  curricular	  knowledge	  and	  PCK.	  	  	  	  
Originally	   Shulman	   (1986)	   conceptualised	   PCK	   as	   a	   subcategory	   of	   content	   knowledge;	  
however,	   in	   1987	   he	   suggested	   that	   PCK	   “is	   of	   special	   interest	   because	   it	   identifies	   the	  
distinctive	  bodies	  of	  knowledge	  for	  teaching”	  (p.	  8)	  and	  “lies	  at	  the	  intersection	  of	  content	  and	  
pedagogy,	   in	   the	   capacity	   of	   a	   teacher	   to	   transform	   the	   content	   knowledge	   he	   or	   she	  
possesses	   into	   forms	   that	   are	   pedagogically	   powerful	   and	   yet	   adaptive	   to	   the	   variations	   in	  
ability	   and	  background	  presented	  by	   the	   students”	   (p.	   15).	   	   Pedagogical	   Content	  Knowledge	  
has	   come	   to	   be	   acknowledged	   by	   teacher	   educators	   and	   researchers	   as	   a	   significant	  
knowledge	   domain	   for	   teaching	   (Cochran,	   DeRuiter,	   &	   King,	   1993;	   Hashweh,	   2005;	   L.	   S.	  
Shulman	   &	   Shulman,	   2004)	   and	   research	   in	   this	   field	   has	   explored	   what	   constitutes	   PCK	   in	  
addition	  to	  how	  it	  relates	  to	  other	  forms	  of	  teacher	  knowledge.	  	  	  
Shulman	   (1986)	  presented	  a	  model	  of	   teaching	   incorporating	   the	   following	  seven	  knowledge	  
bases	  for	  teaching:	  content	  knowledge;	  general	  pedagogical	  knowledge;	  curricular	  knowledge;	  
pedagogical	   content	   knowledge;	   knowledge	   of	   learners;	   knowledge	   of	   educational	   contexts;	  
and,	  knowledge	  of	  educational	  ends,	  purposes,	  and	  values	  in	  the	  context	  of	  philosophical	  and	  
historical	  contributions.	  In	  this	  model,	  PCK	  is	  represented	  as	  a	  separate	  category	  and	  Shulman	  
asserted	  that	  it	  was	  “the	  category	  most	  likely	  to	  distinguish	  the	  understanding	  of	  the	  context	  
specialist	   from	   that	   of	   the	   pedagogue.”	   (p.	   8).	   	   As	   such,	   he	   defined	   PCK	   as	   “that	   special	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amalgam	   of	   content	   and	   pedagogy	   that	   is	   uniquely	   the	   providence	   of	   teachers,	   their	   own	  
special	  form	  of	  professional	  understanding”	  (p.	  8).	  	  	  
Hashweh	   (2005)	   highlighted	   that	   by	   failing	   to	   explore	   the	   categories	   of	   knowledge	   fully,	  
including	  the	  interactions	  between	  categories,	  Shulman	  left	  the	  task	  of	  clearly	  defining	  PCK	  to	  
subsequent	   researchers.	   	   Grossman	   (1990),	   for	   example,	   identified	   four	   areas	   of	   teachers’	  
knowledge:	   general	   pedagogical	   knowledge;	   subject-­‐matter	   knowledge;	   pedagogical	   content	  
knowledge;	   and	   knowledge	   of	   context	   including	   knowledge	   and	   beliefs	   about	   purposes	   and	  
knowledge	   of	   curriculum	   materials	   as	   subcategories	   of	   PCK.	   	   Marks	   (1990)	   identified	  
knowledge	  of	  subject	  matter	  as	  a	  subcategory	  of	  PCK	  and	  maintained	  purpose	  as	  a	  separate	  
category.	  	  These	  models	  of	  teacher	  knowledge	  are	  deceptive	  in	  that	  there	  is	  a	  suggestion	  that	  
PCK	  stands	  alone;	  however,	  as	  Shulman	  identified	  in	  his	  case	  study	  of	  Colleen,	  “the	  flexible	  and	  
interactive	   teaching	   techniques	   that	   she	  uses	  are	   simply	  not	  available	   to	  her	  when	  she	  does	  
not	   understand	   the	   topic	   to	   be	   taught”	   (1987,	   p.	   18).	   	   Shulman	   reworks	   Bernard	   Shaw’s	  
aphorism	   ‘He	   who	   can,	   does.	   He	   who	   cannot,	   teaches.’	   to	   “those	   who	   can,	   do;	   those	   who	  
understand,	   teach”	   (1987,	   p.	   14).	   Therefore,	   when	   subject-­‐matter	   or	   content	   knowledge	   is	  
identified	   as	   a	   separate	   component	   of	   knowledge,	   there	   is	   a	   need	   to	   make	   clear	   the	   links	  
between	  content	  knowledge	  and	  pedagogical	  knowledge.	  	  
Viewing	  PCK	   from	  a	   constructivist	  perspective,	  Cochran	  et	  al.	   (1993)	  emphasise	   the	  dynamic	  
nature	  of	  knowledge	  and	  use	  the	  term	  pedagogical	  content	  knowing	  (PCKg),	  which	  they	  define	  
as	   “a	   teacher’s	   integrated	   understanding	   of	   four	   components	   of	   pedagogy,	   subject	   matter	  
content,	   student	   characteristics,	   and	   the	   environmental	   context	   of	   learning”	   (p.	   266)	   and	  
emphasised	  the	  “importance	  of	  teachers’	  knowing	  about	  the	  learning	  of	  their	  students	  and	  the	  
environmental	   context	   in	   which	   learning	   and	   teaching	   occur”	   (p.	   266).	   In	   addition,	   some	  
researchers	   view	   PCK	   as	   general	   theoretical	   knowledge	   while	   others	   perceive	   it	   as	   subject	  
specific.	   	  Loughran,	  Milroy,	  Berry,	  Gunstone	  and	  Mulhal	  (2001)	  suggest	  that	  PCK	  is	  generated	  
through	  the	  interaction	  between	  topic-­‐specific	  knowledge	  and	  other	  categories	  of	  knowledge	  
and	  beliefs.	  	  
Hashweh	   (2005)	   asserts	   that	   PCK	   is	   a	   separate	   category	   of	   knowledge,	   not	   a	   subset	   of	   the	  
subject	   matter	   knowledge,	   and	   should	   not	   be	   seen	   as	   part	   of	   other	   knowledge	   and	   beliefs	  
categories.	  	  He	  offered	  a	  new	  conceptualisation	  of	  PCK	  as	  “a	  collection	  of	  teacher	  professional	  
constructions,	  as	  a	  form	  of	  knowledge	  that	  preserves	  the	  planning	  and	  wisdom	  of	  practice	  that	  
the	   teacher	   acquires	   when	   repeatedly	   teaching	   a	   certain	   topic”	   (p.	   290).	   	   These	   teacher	  
pedagogical	   constructions	   (TPCs)	  are	  closely	   related	   to	   the	  concept	  of	  pedagogical	   reasoning	  
and	  comprise	  seven	  assertions:	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(1)	  PCK	  represents	  personal	  and	  private	  knowledge;	   (2)	  PCK	   is	  a	  collection	  
of	   basic	   units	   called	   teacher	   pedagogical	   constructions;	   (3)	   teacher	  
pedagogical	   constructions	   result	  mainly	   from	   planning,	   but	   also	   from	   the	  
interactive	   and	   post-­‐active	   phases	   of	   teaching;	   (4)	   pedagogical	  
constructions	   result	   from	   an	   inventive	   process	   that	   is	   influenced	   by	   the	  
interaction	   of	   knowledge	   and	   beliefs	   from	   different	   categories;	   (5)	  
pedagogical	  constructions	  constitute	  both	  a	  generalized	  event-­‐based	  and	  a	  
story-­‐based	   kind	   of	   memory;	   (6)	   pedagogical	   constructions	   are	   topic	  
specific;	  and	  (7)	  pedagogical	  constructions	  are	  (or	  should	  ideally	  be)	  labeled	  
in	   multiple	   interesting	   ways	   that	   connect	   them	   to	   other	   categories	   and	  
subcategories	  of	  teacher	  knowledge	  and	  beliefs	  	  (p.	  276)	  
What	   is	   evident	   within	   this	   definition	   is	   the	   dynamic	   and	   complex	   nature	   of	   teacher	  
knowledge.	   	   Teachers’	   knowledge	   is	   constructed	   and	   reinforced	   through	   experience	   and	  
Hashweh	   (2005)	   suggests	   that	  when	   teachers	   regularly	   teach	   the	   same	   topic	   they	  develop	  a	  
script	  for	  teaching	  that	  topic.	  	  Contained	  within	  this	  script	  is	  the	  typical	  sequence	  of	  events	  in	  
teaching	   the	   topic:	  what	   interests,	   understanding	   and	   knowledge	   students	   typically	   bring	   to	  
the	  study	  of	   the	  topic;	  what	  difficulties	  he	  or	  she	  will	   face;	  how	  to	  deal	  with	  difficulties;	  and	  
what	  and	  how	  to	  use	  knowledge	  representations	  (p.	  288).	  	  	  
Regardless	   of	   the	   variations	   in	   how	   PCK	   is	   conceptualised,	   this	   construct	   highlights	   that	  
teachers	  develop	  ways	  of	  teaching	  based	  on	  their	  knowledge,	  beliefs	  and	  experience.	   	  When	  
we	   consider	   how	   to	   ensure	   teachers	   are	   implementing	   effective	   reading	   instruction	   in	   their	  
classrooms	  it	   is	  necessary	  to	   identify	  what	  knowledge	  and	  beliefs	  teachers	  require	  for	  this	  to	  
occur.	  	  
Teacher	  knowledge	  of	  reading	  instruction	  
Content	  Knowledge	  
As	  already	   identified,	   lack	  of	   letter	   knowledge,	  phonological	   awareness,	   grapheme-­‐phoneme	  
skills	  and	  oral	  language	  was	  evident	  in	  many	  unsuccessful	  readers	  (Snowling	  et	  al.,	  2003)	  and	  it	  
is	  essential	  that	  teachers	  develop	  these	  skills	   in	  their	  students	  (R.	  Fielding-­‐Barnsley	  &	  Purdie,	  
2005).	   	   Snow,	   Griffin	   and	   Burns	   (2005)	   also	   note	   that	   essential	   knowledge	   and	   skills	   for	  
teachers	  of	  reading	  include	  the	  ability	  to	  identify,	  articulate,	  and	  manipulate	  phonemes	  and	  a	  
good	  knowledge	  of	  the	  phonological	  system;	  that	  is,	  an	  understanding	  that	  sounds	  and	  letters	  
are	   separate	   entities	   and	   that	   specific	   sounds	   can	   be	   mapped	   onto	   single	   letters	   or	   letter	  
combinations.	   	   Research	   has	   highlighted	   that	   many	   teachers	   have	   limited	   knowledge	   of	  
phonological	   awareness,	   phonics,	   spelling	   rules,	   and	   the	   metalanguage	   required	   to	   discuss	  
language	   structures	   (Bos,	   Mather,	   Dickson,	   Podhajski,	   &	   Chard,	   2001;	   Cunningham,	   Perry,	  
Stanovich,	  &	  Stanovich,	  2004;	  McCutchen	  et	   al.,	   2002;	   L.	  C	  Moats,	   1999;	   L.	  C.	  Moats,	   1994),	  
areas	   considered	   important	   for	   effective	   reading	   instruction.	   	  McCutchen,	   et	   al.	   (2002)	   also	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noted	  a	  correlation	  between	  the	  students’	  reading	  and	  the	  teacher’s	  phonological	  knowledge,	  
and	   expressed	   concern	   at	   the	   teachers’	   poor	   performance	   on	   the	   phonological	   survey	   they	  
administered.	  	  
Binks-­‐Cantrell,	   Washburn,	   Joshi	   and	   Hougen	   (2012)	   refer	   to	   the	   ‘Peter	   effect’	   in	   reading	  
instruction,	  whereby	  teachers	  cannot	  teach	  what	  they	  do	  not	  know.	  	  This	  is	  a	  biblical	  reference	  
to	  an	  exchange	  between	  the	  apostle	  Peter	  and	  a	  beggar	  outside	  a	  temple,	  in	  which	  Peter	  says	  
to	  the	  beggar	  that	  he	  cannot	  give	  what	  he	  does	  not	  have	  “but	  such	  as	  I	  have	  give	  I	  thee”	  (Peter	  
3:6).	   	   There	   is	   a	   reported	   lack	   of	   congruence	   between	   teachers’	   knowledge	   and	   skills	   and	  
‘evidence-­‐based’	  reading	  instruction	  (Bos	  et	  al.,	  2001;	  Buckingham	  et	  al.,	  2013;	  Department	  of	  
Education	  Science	  and	  Training,	  2005;	  Louden,	  Rohl,	  &	  Hopkins,	  2008)	  and	  it	  has	  been	  asserted	  
that	  teachers’	  knowledge	  has	  a	  significant	   impact	  on	  their	  classroom	  practice	  (Hill,	  Rowan,	  &	  
Ball,	  2005;	  L.	  S	  Shulman,	  1986)	  and	  students’	  performance	  (Mullis	  et	  al.,	  2012).	  	  As	  such,	  there	  
has	  been	  research	   interest	   in	  teachers’	  knowledge	  of	  the	  metalinguistic	  processes	  associated	  
with	  learning	  to	  read	  (Bos	  et	  al.,	  2001;	  R.	  Fielding-­‐Barnsley	  &	  Purdie,	  2005;	  L.	  C.	  Moats,	  2009).	  	  
Cunningham,	   Perry,	   Stanovich	   and	   Stanovich	   (2004)	   expressed	   concern	   that	   although	  
pedagogical	  practices	  in	  literacy	  had	  been	  extensively	  researched,	  the	  research	  into	  declarative	  
knowledge	   in	   the	   literacy	  domain	  was	   still	   in	   its	  earliest	   stages.	   	   Further,	   there	   “is	   very	   little	  
empirical	  data	  on	  the	  disciplinary	  (i.e.	  content)	  knowledge	  teachers	  possess	   in	  the	  domain	  of	  
reading	  and	  how	   (or	   if)	   this	  disciplinary	  knowledge	   is	   linked	   to	  practice”	   (Cunningham	  et	  al.,	  
2004,	  p.	  141).	  	  
In	  their	  study,	  Fielding-­‐Barnsley	  and	  Purdie	  (2005)	  found	  that	  “although	  teachers	  appeared	  to	  
acknowledge	  the	  importance	  of	  metalinguistics	  in	  the	  process	  of	  learning	  to	  read,	  they	  did	  not	  
necessarily	  have	   the	  requisite	  knowledge”	   (p.	  73).	   	   In	  subsequent	   research	   it	  was	   found	  that	  
while	  73%	  of	  pre-­‐service	  teachers	  were	  able	  to	  define	  a	  phoneme,	  only	  22%	  were	  able	  to	  apply	  
this	  knowledge	  to	  the	  task	  of	  counting	  phonemes	  (R	  Fielding-­‐Barnsley,	  2010),	  illustrating	  that	  
knowledge	  alone	  is	  not	  enough	  to	  change	  practice.	  	  Cunningham,	  et	  al.	  (2004)	  also	  suggested	  
that	   teachers	   either	   overestimate	   their	   knowledge	   in	   this	   domain	   or	   are	   not	   aware	   of	  what	  
they	  do	  not	  know.	  	  
Pedagogical	  Knowledge	  
McCutchen,	  et	  al.	  (2002),	  suggest	  that	  teachers	  need	  the	  pedagogical	  content	  knowledge	  “that	  
results	   from	   careful	   analysis	   of	   children's	   literate	   work	   (e.g.	   their	   spelling	   and	   decoding	  
attempts)	   within	   the	   context	   of	   children's	   linguistic	   development”	   (p.	   224).	   	   Content	  
knowledge	  of	  English	  phonology	  would	  ensure	  teachers	  respond	  to	  student	  errors	  accurately	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and	   apply	   the	   appropriate	   pedagogy:	   for	   example,	   a	   teacher	   who	   appreciates	   the	   potential	  
phonemic	  difficulties	  of	  a	  child	  who	  spells	  ‘think’	  as	  ‘tik’	  and	  the	  phonetic	  accuracy	  of	  spelling	  
‘train’	  as	  ‘chran’	  would	  apply	  very	  different	  instructional	  approaches	  to	  a	  teacher	  who	  did	  not	  
have	  this	  understanding.	  	  The	  link	  between	  content	  knowledge	  and	  pedagogical	  knowledge	  is	  
evident	  in	  a	  study	  by	  Piasta	  and	  Wagner	  (2010)	  on	  the	  effects	  of	  instruction	  on	  students’	  word	  
reading	  skills.	   	   In	   this	  study	  they	   found	  that	  explicit	   instruction	  used	  by	  more	  knowledgeable	  
teachers	  resulted	  in	  stronger	  word	  reading	  skills	  than	  when	  less	  knowledgeable	  teachers	  used	  
the	  same	  approach	  to	   instruction.	   	  The	  knowledge	  of	  both	  what	  and	  how	  to	  teach	  a	  specific	  
concept	  resulted	  in	  better	  student	  outcomes.	  
Many	  studies	  have	   found	   that	   teachers	  do	  not	   feel	  adequately	  prepared	   to	   teach	   reading	   to	  
children	   experiencing	   difficulties	   in	   developing	   the	   pre-­‐requisite	   skills	   for	   reading	   (see,	   for	  
example,	  Bos	  et	  al.,	  2001;	  Lewis	  et	  al.,	  1999;	  L.	  C.	  Moats,	  2009;	  2005)	  and	  it	  is	  noteworthy	  that	  
20	  of	  the	  recommendations	  made	  by	  the	  National	  Inquiry	  into	  the	  Teaching	  of	  Literacy	  focused	  
on	  preparing	  teachers	   to	   teach	  reading.	   	  Research	   from	  Australia	   (Louden	  &	  Rohl,	  2006)	  and	  
America	   (Sallinger	   et	   al.,	   2010)	   has	   also	   indicated	   that	   newly	   graduated	   teachers	   lack	  
confidence	   in	   their	  ability	   to	  teach	   literacy	  skills,	  especially	   to	  children	  experiencing	  difficulty	  
acquiring	  these	  skills.	  	  It	  has	  been	  claimed	  that	  providers	  of	  pre-­‐service	  training	  have	  failed	  to	  
incorporate	   the	   substantial	   advances	  made	   by	   reading	   researchers	   into	   their	   programs,	   and	  
thus	   fail	   to	   provide	   adequate	   preparation	   to	   enable	   graduates	   to	   teach	   reading	   effectively	  
(Podhajski	   et	   al.,	   2009;	  Walsh	   et	   al.,	   2006).	   	   The	   lack	   of	   knowledge	   about	   language	   held	   by	  
Australian	  pre-­‐service	  teachers	  was	  also	  identified	  in	  research	  by	  Harper	  and	  Rennie	  (2009).	  	  	  
To	  address	  this	  concern,	  de	  Lemos	  (2005)	  recommends	  that	  teachers	  not	  only	  be	  trained	  in	  the	  
use	   of	   evidence-­‐based	   practices	   and	   strategies	   but	   also	   informed	   about	   why	   these	   are	  
effective	   (p.	   15)	   thus	   providing	   teachers	  with	   the	   PCK	   required	   to	   teach	   reading	   effectively.	  	  
Consistent	   with	   the	   National	   Reading	   Panel’s	   acknowledgement	   that	   no	   single	   approach	   to	  
teaching	   phonics	   can	   be	   used	   in	   all	   cases,	   de	   Lemos	   suggests	   that	   those	   educating	   teachers	  
need	  to	  encourage	  them	  to	  think	  critically	  about	  the	  theories	  of	  reading	  that	  are	  presented	  to	  
them	  so	  that	  they	  can	  utilise	  effective	  teaching	  strategies	  and	  practices	  appropriate	   for	  their	  
students.	  	  	  
Where	  Beliefs	  and	  Knowledge	  Meet	  
Gudmundsdottir	  (1990)	  states	  that	  powerful	  PCK	  is	  created	  when	  values	  cement	  pedagogy	  and	  
content	   together	   (p.	   45).	   	  Hashweh	   credits	  Gudmundsdottir’s	   “insistence	  on	   the	   value-­‐laden	  
and	   narrative	   nature	   of	   PCK”	   for	   his	   reconstruction	   of	   PCK	   as	   a	   repertoire	   of	   teacher	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pedagogical	  constructions	  (p.	  291).	  	  Values	  are	  part	  of	  an	  individual’s	  belief	  system	  and	  Pajares	  
(1992)	  suggests	   that	  values	  “house	  the	  evaluative,	  comparative,	  and	   judgmental	   functions	  of	  
beliefs	   and	   replace	   predisposition	  with	   an	   imperative	   to	   action”	   (p.	   314).	   	   Levitt	   (2001)	   also	  
draws	  our	  attention	  to	  the	  fact	  that	  “all	   teachers	  hold	  beliefs,	  however	  defined	  and	  labelled,	  
about	  their	  work,	  the	  subject	  matter	  they	  teach,	  and	  their	  roles	  and	  responsibilities”	  (p.	  2).	  	  It	  
is	  teachers’	  knowledge	  and	  beliefs	  about	  the	  educational	  process,	  incorporating	  the	  how,	  what	  
and	  when	  of	  learning,	  that	  has	  the	  greatest	  impact	  on	  their	  actual	  practice.	  	  	  
Effective	  PCK	  for	  reading	   instruction	   is	  essential	   if	  we	  are	  to	  avoid	  the	   individual	  and	  societal	  
consequences	   of	   individuals	   not	   learning	   to	   read,	   as	   identified	   by	   researchers	   (see,	   for	  
example,	  Lyon,	  2002).	  	  In-­‐service	  professional	  learning	  provides	  a	  context	  in	  which	  to	  develop	  
teachers’	   PCK	   for	   effective	   reading	   instruction	   but	   Richter,	   Kunter,	   Klusmann,	   Lüdtke	   and	  
Baumert	   (2014)	   also	   highlight	   the	   necessity	   of	   considering	   teachers’	   stage	   of	   professional	  
development	  when	  designing	  professional	  learning	  programs.	  	  
2.5. Consideration	  of	  Career	  Stages	  
Teacher’s	   actions,	   as	   they	   pertain	   to	   career	   stages,	   have	   been	   of	   interest	   to	   educational	  
researchers	   for	   many	   years	   and	   can	   be	   traced	   back	   to	   Becker’s	   (1952)	   examination	   of	   the	  
career	   progression	   of	   schoolteachers	   in	   Chicago.	   	   Subsequent	   research	   on	   teachers’	  
professional	  lives	  has	  sought	  to	  identify	  the	  archetypical	  characteristics	  of	  teachers	  at	  different	  
stages	  of	  their	  career	  (Fessler,	  1995;	  M	  Huberman,	  1989a)	  and	  to	  link	  this	  understanding	  to	  the	  
development	  of	  effective	  professional	  learning	  for	  teachers	  (Richter	  et	  al.,	  2014).	  	  	  
Huberman	  (1989a)	  identified	  five	  sequential	  teacher	  career	  stages:	  Career	  Entry,	  Stabilisation,	  
Experimentation,	  Conservatism	  and	  Disengagement.	  	  The	  first	  stage,	  Career	  Entry,	  is	  identified	  
as	  occurring	  in	  the	  first	  three	  years	  of	  teaching,	  during	  which	  the	  teacher	  is	  learning	  classroom	  
management	   skills	   and	   trialling	   pedagogical	   approaches.	   	   The	   second	   stage,	   Stabilization,	  
occurs	  between	  the	  fourth	  and	  sixth	  year	  of	  teaching	  when	  teachers	  are	  gaining	  confidence	  in	  
their	   abilities.	   	   While	   this	   stage	   is	   generally	   characterised	   as	   one	   in	   which	   teachers	   are	  
comfortable	  with	  their	  role	  and	  developing	  their	  own	  teaching	  style,	  it	  can	  also	  be	  a	  time	  when	  
some	   teachers	   experience	   insecurity	   and	   frustration.	   	   Huberman	   referred	   to	   the	   next	   stage,	  
between	   seven	   and	   25	   years	   of	   teaching,	   as	   the	   Experimentation	   stage.	   	   During	   this	   stage	  
teachers	   are	   likely	   to	   diversify,	   seeking	   out	   challenges	   and	   new	  ways	   of	   teaching,	   including	  
applying	   a	   more	   creative	   approach	   to	   planning.	   	   They	   will	   work	   to	   motivate	   disengaged	  
students	   and	   differentiate	   for	   diverse	   learning	   needs	   in	   their	   classroom.	   	   They	   can	   be	  more	  
open	   to	  accepting	  and	  acting	  on	  criticism	  but	   they	  can	  also	  experience	  a	  mid-­‐career	  crisis	   in	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which	   they	   question	   the	   decision	   to	   become	   a	   teacher.	   	   The	   fourth	   stage,	   Serenity	   and	  
Conservatism,	  usually	  occurs	  when	  a	  teacher	  reaches	  44	  to	  55	  years	  of	  age,	  or	  after	  more	  than	  
20	  years	  of	   teaching.	   	  Teachers’	   career	  ambitions	  decrease	  and	  a	  phase	  of	   serenity	  and	  self-­‐
acceptance	   can	   begin.	   	   Teachers	   may	   distance	   themselves	   from	   students	   because	   of	  
generational	   differences.	   	   In	   the	   later	   stages	   of	   this	   phase,	   teachers	   are	   less	   tolerant	   of	  
younger	   teachers	   and	   students	   and	   can	   become	   rigid	   in	   their	   thinking	   as	   well	   as	   highly	  
conservative.	   	  	   After	   more	   than	   30	   years	   of	   experience,	   teachers	   can	   enter	   the	   final	   of	  
Huberman’s	   phases,	  Disengagement,	   during	  which	   they	   are	   inclined	   to	   protect	   the	   benefits	  
that	   seniority	   brings,	   such	   as	   teaching	   preferred	   classes,	   and	  may	   gradually	   withdraw	   from	  
activities	  outside	  of	  the	  classroom,	  and	  spend	  less	  time	  at	  school.	  	  	  
Huberman’s	  (1989a)	  nomenclature	  for	  the	  stages	  of	  teachers’	  careers	  has	  been	  widely	  used	  in	  
educational	   research	   (Choi	   &	   Tang,	   2009;	   Kington,	   Reed,	   &	   Sammons,	   2013;	   Richter	   et	   al.,	  
2014)	  although	  there	  are	  obvious	   limitations	   in	  any	  model	  that	  seeks	  to	  categorise	  groups	  of	  
people.	   	   The	   fluid	   and	   non-­‐linear	   nature	   of	   this	   construct	   is	   acknowledged	   (M.	   Huberman,	  
1989;	  McCormick	  &	  Barnett,	  2006)	  and	  Kathie	  (2006)	  highlights	  that	  when	  examining	  teachers’	  
career	   development,	   it	   is	   important	   to	   consider	   that	   some	   teachers	   require	  more	   time	   than	  
others	   to	   develop	   their	   practice.	   	   Despite	   these	   limitations,	   when	   applying	   Huberman’s	  
categorisation	   to	  an	  examination	  of	   the	   impact	  of	  professional	   learning	  on	   teachers,	  Richter,	  
Kunter,	  Klusmann,	  Lüdtke,	  and	  Baumert	   (2011),	   found	  that	   there	  were	  distinct	  differences	   in	  
the	   level	   of	   application	   from	   professional	   learning	   based	   on	   teacher	   stages.	   	   Mid-­‐career	  
teachers	   were	   more	   likely	   to	   engage	   with	   professional	   learning,	   but	   teacher	   collaboration	  
reduced	  over	  the	  course	  of	  a	  teacher’s	  career.	   	  As	  such,	  examining	  the	   impact	  of	  a	  teacher’s	  
career	   stage	   may	   assist	   in	   identifying	   what	   professional	   learning	   format	   is	   most	   likely	   to	  
achieve	  the	  best	  outcomes.	  	  	  
2.6. Effective	  Professional	  Learning	  
The	   term	   professional	   learning	   is	   often	   seen	   as	   being	   synonymous	   with	   professional	  
development	   or	   professional	   learning	   communities;	   however,	   in	   this	   context,	   professional	  
learning	   is	   used	   as	   conceptualized	   by	   Fullan,	   Hill	   and	   Crévola	   (2006),	  who	   view	   professional	  
learning	  as	  involving	  teachers	  in	  ongoing	  learning	  both	  individually	  and	  collectively.	  	  Therefore,	  
professional	   learning	   can	   be	   seen	   to	   incorporate	   both	   professional	   development	   activities,	  
group	   sessions	   in	   which	   information	   is	   presented	   to	   participants,	   and	   involvement	   in	  
professional	  learning	  communities,	  where	  participants	  have	  the	  opportunity	  to	  work	  with	  their	  
peers	   to	   implement	   strategies	   and	   evaluate	   outcomes.	   	   It	   has	   been	   observed	   that	   teachers	  
involved	   in	   a	   ‘program’	   will	   often	  maintain	   the	   practices	   advocated	   only	   for	   as	   long	   as	   the	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program	  and	  associated	   resources	  are	   in	  place	   (Levitt,	  2001).	   Levitt	   asserts	   that	  professional	  
learning	   provides	   the	   opportunity	   to	   develop	   a	   stronger	   connection	   between	   beliefs	   and	  
practice	  in	  order	  to	  facilitate	  long-­‐term	  change	  in	  practice.	  
Buckingham	  et	  al.	  (2013)	  suggest	  that	  classroom	  teachers	  do	  not	  have	  the	  time	  or	  expertise	  to	  
engage	  with	   research	   in	  academic	   journals	  and	   therefore	  professional	   learning	  opportunities	  
for	  practising	  teachers	  are	  seen	  as	  essential	  to	  ensuring	  that	  all	  teachers	  are	  cognisant	  of,	  and	  
skilled	   in,	   evidence-­‐based	   practice	   (Ingvarson	   et	   al.,	   2005).	   	   The	   need	   for	   professional	  
development	  and	  training	  to	  ensure	  that	  teachers	  use	  literacy	  strategies	  for	  which	  efficacy	  has	  
been	  established	   through	   rigorous,	  evidence-­‐based	   research	  was	  highlighted	  by	   the	  National	  
Inquiry	   into	   the	   Teaching	   of	   Literacy	   (Department	   of	   Education	   Science	   and	   Training,	   2005).	  	  
There	  is,	   indeed,	  no	  shortage	  of	  research	  identifying	  effective	  teaching	  practice	  generally	  (for	  
example,	  Marzano	   et	   al.,	   2001)	   and	   in	   relation	   to	   literacy	   specifically	   (see	   section	   2.2).	   	   The	  
concern	   is	   how	   effective	   the	   professional	   learning	   is	   in	   assisting	   teachers	   to	   translate	   this	  
knowledge	   into	   classroom	   practice.	   	   It	   has	   been	   suggested	   that	   as	   little	   as	   10–15%	   of	  
knowledge	  may	   be	   transferred	   from	   the	   learning	   environment	   to	   the	   working	   environment	  
(Brook	   &	   Lock,	   2010).	   	   Brook	   and	   Lock	   (2010)	   reported	   that	   teachers	   in	   their	   study	   were	  
dissatisfied	   with	   conventional	   professional	   development,	   whether	   it	   was	   delivered	   at	   the	  
school	   level,	   by	   external	   agencies	   or	   at	   conferences.	   	   They	   reported	   that	   the	   latter	   two	  
approaches	  were	   unrelated	   to	   their	   actual	   classroom	  practice	   and	   consequently	   had	   limited	  
impact	  on	  it.	  	  
Fullan	  et	  al.	  (2006)	  suggest	  that	  interventions	  often	  fail	  as	  they	  do	  not	  focus	  on	  the	  aspects	  of	  
instruction	   that	   need	   to	   change,	   thus	   highlighting	   the	   importance	   of	   aligning	   professional	  
learning	   with	   the	   needs	   of	   the	   participants.	   	   It	   has	   been	   suggested	   that	   the	   Response	   to	  
Intervention	   (RTI)	   model	   (Appendix	   B),	   currently	   being	   implemented	   in	   American	   public	  
schools,	   might	   provide	   a	   useful	   structure	   for	   professional	   learning	   programs	   (Cunningham,	  
Zibulsky,	  &	  Callahan,	  2009).	  	  This	  three-­‐tier	  model	  represents	  the	  type	  of	  instruction	  required	  
to	  support	  children	  with	  learning	  difficulties,	  dependant	  on	  need.	  	  The	  first	  level	  represents	  the	  
use	   of	   effective	   pedagogy	   for	   all	   students,	   while	   the	   second	   and	   third	   levels	   offer	   more	  
intensive	  instruction	  based	  on	  need.	  	  Cunningham,	  Zibulsky,	  and	  Callahan	  (2009)	  suggest	  that	  a	  
professional	   learning	   program	   based	   on	   this	  model	   would	   provide	   the	   opportunity	   to	   tailor	  
learning	   to	   teachers’	   needs,	   acknowledging	   existing	   strengths	   and	   identifying	   areas	   for	  
development.	  	  	  
Individualisation,	   or	   differentiation,	   of	   instruction	   is	   not	   a	   new	   concept	   in	   education	  
(Tomlinson,	   1999,	   2003)	   but	   there	   is	   limited	   reference	   to	   this	   in	   the	   literature	   on	   the	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professional	  development	  component	  of	  professional	   learning.	   	  One	  aspect	  of	  differentiation	  
that	  is	  highlighted	  by	  Hall	  and	  Hord	  (2001)	  is	  the	  impact	  of	  teachers’	  concerns	  on	  the	  success	  
or	   otherwise	   of	   the	   professional	   learning.	   	   Hall	   and	   Loucks	   (1978)	   developed	   the	   Concerns-­‐
Based	   Adoption	  Model	   (CBAM)	   “to	   ease	   the	   problems	   [of]	   diagnosing	   group	   and	   individual	  
needs	  during	  the	  adoption	  process”	  (p.	  36).	  	  This	  model	  identifies	  seven	  stages	  of	  concern	  that	  
teachers	  experience	  when	  they	  are	  expected	  to	  implement	  changes	  to	  their	  practice.	  Stage	  0,	  
the	  Awareness	   stage,	   reflects	   teachers	  who	   have	   limited	   knowledge	   of	   the	   changes	   and	   no	  
interest	   in	   changing	   their	   current	   practice.	   	   Stage	   1,	   Informational,	   sees	   teachers	   showing	  
willingness	   to	   learn	   about	   the	   changes	   but	   expressing	   concern	   over	   what	   is	   required	   to	  
implement	  them.	  	  Stage	  2,	  Personal,	  is	  characterised	  by	  teachers’	  concerns	  about	  the	  impact	  of	  
the	  changes	  on	   their	   time	  and	   their	   skills	   for	   implementation.	   	   In	  Stage	  3,	  Management,	   the	  
teachers’	  focus	  has	  shifted	  to	  the	  challenges	  of	  implementation	  within	  their	  teaching	  context,	  
including	   available	   time	   and	   resources.	   Stage	   4,	   Consequences,	   is	   characterised	   by	   the	  
teachers’	   concerns	   about	   whether	   they	   are	   seeing	   positive	   outcomes	   for	   their	   students.	   	   If	  
outcomes	   for	   students	  are	  positive,	   teachers	  are	  more	   likely	   to	  consolidate	   the	  changes	   into	  
their	  practice	  and	  move	  to	  Stage	  5,	  Collaboration,	  where	  they	  are	   interested	   in	  sharing	   their	  
new	   practice	   with	   colleagues.	   	   The	   final	   stage,	   Refocussing,	   is	   the	   point	   at	   which	   teachers	  
evaluate	   the	   impact	   of	   the	   changes	   to	   their	   practice	   and	   consider	   whether	   to	   maintain	   or	  
change	  these	  new	  practices.	  	  	  
The	   CBAM	  model	   focuses	   on	   the	   impact	   of	   teachers’	   concerns	   on	   the	   progression	   towards	  
changes	   in	  practice;	  however,	  Straub	  (2009)	  suggests	  that	  the	  CBAM	  is	  based	  on	  a	  top-­‐down	  
approach	   to	   change	   and	   “sells	   teachers	   short”	   (p.	   637)	   by	   positioning	   them	   as	   resistant	   to	  
change.	   	   The	   tendency	   to	   assume	   that	   there	   is	   no	   value	   in	   existing	   systems	   in	   top-­‐down	  
approaches	   to	   professional	   learning	   has	   also	   been	   criticised	   by	   Abrahamson	   (2004)	   who	  
suggests	  that	  this	  has	  a	  number	  of	  negative	  effects	  on	  those	  involved	  and	  results	  in	  a	  focus	  on	  
managing	   the	   change	   rather	   than	   focusing	   on	   those	   for	   whom	   the	   change	   is	   intended	   to	  
benefit.	  	  Despite	  this,	  Straub	  (2009)	  acknowledges	  that	  this	  model	  does	  alert	  the	  developers	  of	  
professional	   learning	   to	   the	   potential	   differences	   in	   beliefs	   about	   the	   benefit	   of	   change.	  	  
Research	  has	  also	  supported	  the	  premise	  that	  a	  teacher’s	  experience	  can	  impact	  on	  the	  focus	  
of	   his	   or	   her	   concerns,	   with	   Christou,	   Eliophotou-­‐Menon,	   and	   Philippou	   (2004)	   finding	   that	  
early	   career	   teacher	   concerns	   related	   predominantly	   to	   the	   Informational,	   Personal	   and	  
Management	   stages,	   while	   experienced	   teachers’	   concerns	   were	   concentrated	   within	   the	  
Consequences,	  Collaboration	  and	  Refocussing	  stages.	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The	   literature	   on	   effective	   professional	   learning	   also	   reveals	   a	   number	   of	   other	   factors	   for	  
consideration	  when	  designing	  learning	  experiences	  for	  teachers,	  including	  a	  focus	  on	  content,	  
follow-­‐up,	   active	   learning,	   feedback,	   and	   collaborative	   examination	   of	   student	   outcomes	  
(Fishman,	  Marx,	  Best,	  &	  Tal,	  2003;	  Ingvarson	  et	  al.,	  2005;	  Timperley,	  2011).	  	  Consistent	  with	  a	  
focus	   on	   active	   learning,	   Bransford,	   Brown	   and	   Cocking	   (2000)	   contend	   that	   effective	  
professional	   learning	   should	   challenge	   and	   support	   teachers	   to	   explicitly	   examine	   their	  
knowledge	   and	   beliefs;	   and	   Kise	   (2006)	   asserts	   that	   effective	   professional	   learning	   helps	  
teachers	   identify	   beliefs	   that	   bind	   them	   to	   ineffective	   teaching	   practices.	   	   These	   factors	   are	  
linked	  to	  Knowles,	  Holton	  and	  Swanson’s	  (2012)	  six	  core	  Adult	  Learning	  Principles,	  referred	  to	  
as	  Andragogy,	  and	  comprising	  the	  learners’	  need	  to	  know,	  their	  self-­‐concept,	  prior	  experience,	  
readiness	   to	   learn,	   orientation	   to	   learning,	   and	  motivation	   to	   learn.	   	   Brook	   and	   Lock	   (2010)	  
found	  that	  the	  professional	  learning	  features	  that	  participants	  found	  most	  beneficial	  were	  the	  
use	  of	  a	  peer	  group	  learning	  model,	  immediate	  responses	  from	  the	  university	  staff	  supporting	  
the	   Project,	   personal	   visits	   by	   university	   academics	   throughout	   the	   course	   of	   the	   year	   and	  
academic	  credit	  for	  completing	  the	  professional	  learning.	  	  Of	  these,	  school	  staff	  reported	  that	  
the	  visits	  from	  the	  academic	  staff	  were	  crucial	  to	  sustaining	  their	   involvement	   in	  the	  Project.	  	  
The	  participants	  also	   reported	   that	   the	  explicit	   link	  between	   the	  program	  and	   their	   teaching	  
roles	  ensured	  that	  the	  learning	  transferred	  to	  their	  practice.	  	  
Shulman	  and	  Shulman	  (2004)	  present	  a	  model	  of	  professional	  learning	  that	  advocates	  teachers	  
becoming	  part	  of	  a	   learning	  community	   in	  which	   they	   learn	   from	  their	  own	  experiences	  and	  
those	   of	   others.	   	   They	   suggest	   that	   becoming	   an	   accomplished	   teacher	   requires	   “Vision,	  
Motivation,	   Understanding,	   Practice,	   Reflection,	   and	   Community”	   (p.	   259).	   	   To	   achieve	   this,	  
teachers	  require	  knowledge	  of	  the	  “complex	  forms	  of	  pedagogical	  and	  organizational	  practice	  
needed	   to	   transform	  their	  visions,	  motives	  and	  understandings	   into	  a	   functioning,	  pragmatic	  
reality”	  (p.	  259).	   	   In	  other	  words,	  teachers	  need	  to	  develop	  their	  PCK	   in	  specific	  areas	   if	  they	  
are	  to	  teach	  these	  areas	  effectively.	  	  Further,	  they	  argue	  that	  there	  are	  several	  more	  layers	  to	  
effective	   teacher	   learning	   which,	   much	   like	   Bronfenbrenner’s	   ecological	   systems	   model	  
(Bronfenbrenner,	  1994),	  sees	  teachers	  involved	  in	  collaboration	  with,	  and	  being	  influenced	  by,	  
their	  teaching	  community	  and	  the	  broader	  context	  of	  policy	  and	  resources.	  	  
Research	   reporting	   on	   professional	   learning	   programs	   provides	   further	   support	   for	   these	  
components.	   	   Hackling,	   Peers	   and	   Prain	   (2007),	   for	   example,	   identified	   an	   approach	   to	  
professional	   learning	   that	   incorporated	   ongoing	   knowledge	   acquisition	   through	   professional	  
development	  sessions,	  the	  provision	  of	  curriculum	  resources,	  reflection,	  and	  opportunities	  to	  
practise,	   which	   involved	   teachers	   in	   collaborative	   and	   individual	   learning	   (Figure	   2.6).	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Teachers’	   confidence	   and	   self-­‐efficacy	   increased	   as	   a	   result	   of	   their	   involvement	   in	   the	  
program	   and,	   more	   importantly,	   student	   performance	   also	   improved.	   	   Teachers’	   increased	  
understanding	  of	  the	  key	  concepts	  of	  the	  subject	  and	  the	  supporting	  resources	  provided	  by	  the	  
program	  improved	  their	  PCK.	  	  
Timperley’s	   research	  on	  professional	   learning	   in	  New	  Zealand	   led	   to	   the	  development	  of	  her	  
model	  for	  professional	  learning	  which	  also	  emphasises	  the	  ongoing	  nature	  of	  learning	  (Figure	  
2.7)	   and	  positions	   students	   at	   the	   centre	  of	   the	  process.	   	   The	   teacher	   is	   actively	   engaged	   in	  
identifying	   the	   students’	   and	   their	   own	  professional	   needs,	   implementing	   their	   learning	   and	  
assessing	  the	  impact	  on	  students.	  	  	  
Clarke	   and	   Hollingsworth	   (2002)	   highlight	   that	   it	   is	   through	   enactment	   and	   reflection	   that	  
changes	  to	  beliefs,	  and	  therefore	  practice,	  occurs.	   	  Moon	  (2008)	  notes	  that	  reflection	  is	  not	  a	  
simple	  process,	  but	  Timperley’s	  (2011)	  model	  attempts	  to	  address	  this	  by	  incorporating	  several	  
action	  learning	  cycles	  whereby	  teachers	  have	  the	  opportunity	  to	  act	  on	  information,	  modifying	  
and	  then	  re-­‐assessing	  their	  practice	  within	  the	  timeframe	  of	  the	  professional	  learning.	  	  	  
	  




Figure	  2.7.	  Teacher	  Inquiry	  and	  Knowledge-­‐Building	  Cycle	  (Timperley,	  2011)	  
	  
The	  elements	  of	  ongoing	  learning	  are	  also	  evident	  in	  Fullen,	  et	  al.’s	  (2006)	  Breakthrough	  model	  
of	  educational	  change	  (Figure	  2.8),	  which	  positions	  professional	  learning	  within	  the	  context	  of	  
the	  school	  communities	  and	  has	  moral	  purpose	  at	  its	  core.	  	  Similar	  to	  Shulman	  and	  Shulman’s	  
(2004)	   ‘vision’,	   it	   is	   supported	   by	   “synergistically	   interconnected”	   (p.	   16)	   elements	   of	  
personalization,	   precision	   and,	   professional	   learning.	   	   Fullan,	   et	   al.	   (2006)	   refer	   to	   these	  
components	   as	   the	   ‘Triple	   P’	   and	   define	   them	   in	   the	   following	   way:	   Personalisation,	   which	  
involves	  using	  approaches	  that	  work	  for	  individual	  students;	  Precision,	  which	  relates	  to	  the	  use	  
of	  assessment	  to	  design	  instruction	  that	  builds	  on	  students’	  current	  knowledge	  to	  extend	  them	  
beyond	  this	   level	  and,	  Professional	  Learning,	  which	  refers	  to	  focused,	  ongoing	  learning	  for	  all	  
teachers.	  	  The	  outer	  circle	  of	  the	  model	  identifies	  other	  components	  of	  effective	  professional	  
learning,	  including	  the	  presence	  of	  a	  professional	  learning	  community.	  	  Fullan,	  et	  al.	  also	  state	  
that	   “some	  of	   the	  most	   powerful	   learning	   (and	  enhanced	  moral	   commitment)	   that	  we	  have	  
witnessed	   has	   come	   from	   lateral	   capacity	   building	   relationships	   among	   clusters	   of	   schools	  




Figure	  2.8.	  Breakthrough	  Model	  (Fullan	  et	  al.,	  2006)	  
The	  models	  of	  professional	   learning	  discussed	   thus	   far	   (Fullan	  et	  al.,	   2006;	  Hackling	  &	  Prain,	  
2005;	  Timperley,	  2011)	  reflect	  a	  constructivist	  epistemology	  and	  active	  engagement	  with	  the	  
content	   through	   ongoing	   contact	   with	   the	   presenters	   of	   the	   professional	   learning,	   a	  
professional	   learning	  community,	   the	  ability	   to	  apply	   learning,	  and	  the	  opportunity	  to	  reflect	  
on	  this	  application.	  	  
What	  makes	  professional	  learning	  effective	  in	  relation	  to	  reading?	  
While	   a	   number	   of	   key	   features	   associated	   with	   effective	   professional	   learning	   have	   been	  
presented,	  Fullan	  et	  al.	  (2006)	  alert	  us	  to	  another	  significant	  consideration:	  	  
There	  is	  nothing	  more	  difficult	  to	  address	  than	  the	  case	  where	  people	  think	  
that	  they	  are	  doing	  something	  when	  in	  reality	  they	  are	  not.	  	  It	  is	  not	  a	  case	  
of	  deceiving	  others	  but	  rather	  of	  unwittingly	  deceiving	  oneself.	  	  When	  you	  
don’t	  know	  what	  you	  don’t	  know,	  it	  is	  difficult	  to	  see	  what	  needs	  to	  be	  
done.	  (p.	  6).	  	  	  
This	   has	   been	   referred	   to	   as	   the	   Dunning-­‐Kruger	   effect	   (Kruger	   &	   Dunning,	   1999).	   	   In	  
commenting	  on	  involvement	  in	  a	  professional	  learning	  programme	  to	  improve	  the	  teaching	  of	  
reading	   in	  Australian	  schools,	  one	  principal	   reported	  “‘a	   realisation	  of	   just	  how	  much	  we	  did	  
not	   know	   what	   we	   did	   not	   know’;	   and	   in	   another	   school,	   the	   staff	   had	   to	   ‘…accept	   the	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challenge	   to	   unlearn	   and	   relearn	   what	   quality	   practice	   actually	   was’"	   (Konza,	   Fried,	   &	  
McKennariery,	  2013,	  p.	  28).	  	  
Teachers’	  knowledge	  calibration	  –	  their	  awareness	  of	  what	  they	  do	  and	  do	  not	  know	  –	  needs	  
to	  be	  accurate	  if	  they	  are	  to	  benefit	  from	  professional	  learning	  experiences.	  Cunningham	  et	  al.	  
(2004)	  assert	  that	  learning	  is	  more	  efficient	  when	  an	  individual	  is	  aware	  of	  what	  they	  need	  to	  
know	   and	   what	   they	   already	   know,	   and	   therefore	   incorporating	   some	   measure	   of	   teacher	  
knowledge	  into	  professional	  learning	  programs	  is	  recommended.	  	  Westwood	  et	  al.	  (2005)	  also	  
suggest	   that	   “a	  more	   subtle	   (but	   no	   less	   important)	   component	   of	   the	   evaluation	   of	   an	   in-­‐
service	   programme	   should	   be	   the	   measurement	   of	   change	   occurring	   in	   the	   attitudes	   and	  
beliefs	   held	   by	   teachers	   undertaking	   the	   programme”	   (p.	   77).	   	   Cunningham	   et	   al.	   (2009)	  
caution	  that	  the	  results	  from	  these	  measures	  need	  to	  be	  shared	  in	  such	  as	  way	  as	  to	  ensure	  it	  
does	  not	  decrease	  motivation	  and	  enthusiasm	  for	  the	  program.	  	  	  
In	  their	  Knowledge	  Application	  Information	  System	  (KAIS)	  theory	  of	  professional	  development,	  
Ramey	  and	  Ramey	  (2008)	  highlight	  the	  need	  to	  consider	  more	  than	  the	  knowledge	  and	  skills	  of	  
the	   person	   involved	   in	   the	   professional	   learning,	   and	   to	   take	   into	   account	   the	   threats	   and	  
supports	  within	  the	  system	  in	  which	  they	  operate.	  	  Opfer,	  Pedder	  and	  Lavicza	  (2011)	  come	  to	  a	  
similar	  conclusion,	  suggesting	  that	  “learning	  is	  a	  dynamic	  process	  and	  cannot	  be	  understood	  by	  
separating	  the	  professional	  development	  of	  teachers	  from	  the	  environments	  in	  which	  teachers	  
undertake	  their	  learning”	  (p.	  209).	  	  Given	  the	  differing	  beliefs	  about	  teaching	  reading,	  defining	  
the	  knowledge	  and	  skills	  necessary	  for	  effective	  reading	  instruction	  and	  how	  teachers	  acquire	  
this	   knowledge	   is	   an	   essential	   component	   of	   effective	   professional	   learning	   (Cunningham	  et	  
al.,	  2004).	  	  Potentially,	  one	  of	  the	  key	  understandings	  required	  by	  teachers	  is	  that	  all	  children	  
can	   learn	   to	   read	   if	   instructed	   properly	   (D.	   Carnine	   et	   al.,	   2004).	   Providing	   teachers	   with	  
knowledge	  of	  language	  structure	  and	  how	  it	  can	  be	  taught	  has	  been	  shown	  to	  result	  in	  positive	  
outcomes	  for	  students	  (McCutchen	  &	  Berninger,	  1999)	  as	  teachers	  are	  more	  able	  to	  respond	  
instructively	  to	  student	  errors	  (Cunningham,	  Zibulsky,	  &	  Callahan,	  2009).	   	  Ultimately	  the	  goal	  
of	  any	  professional	  learning	  is	  to	  improve	  outcomes	  for	  students	  and	  therefore	  assessment	  of	  
student	  performance	   is	   an	  essential	   component	  of	   professional	   learning	  programs	   (Fullan	  et	  
al.,	   2006;	   P	  Westwood,	   2001).	   	   Indeed	   Timperley	   (2011)	   asserts	   that	   it	   is	   improvements	   in	  
student	  outcomes	  that	  will	  sustain	  teacher	  involvement	  in	  professional	  learning.	  	  	  
Shulman	   (1986)	   suggests	   that	   “perhaps	   the	   most	   enduring	   and	   powerful	   influences	   on	  
teachers	  are	   those	   that	  enrich	   their	   images	  of	   the	  possible:	   their	   visions	  of	  what	   constitutes	  
good	   education,	   or	   what	   a	   well-­‐educated	   youngster	   might	   look	   like	   if	   provided	   with	  
appropriate	  opportunities	  and	   stimulation”	   (p.	  10).	   	  Arguably,	   the	  most	  powerful	   image	   that	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teachers	   can	   have	   is	   that	   all	   children	   are	   capable	   of	   learning	   when	   they	   are	   provided	   with	  
appropriate	   instruction	   (Engelmann	   &	   Carnine,	   1991).	   	   Effective	   professional	   learning	   in	  
reading	  instruction	  can	  support	  the	  development	  of	  this	  image.	  	  	  
2.7. Conceptual	  Framework	  
The	   literature	   reviewed	   in	   this	   chapter	  provides	   information	  on	  effective	   reading	   instruction	  
and	   the	   features	   considered	  necessary	   to	  design	  a	  professional	   learning	  experience	   that	  will	  
support	  teachers	  in	  using	  these	  practices.	  	  This	  review	  has	  also	  addressed	  different	  theoretical	  
perspectives	   that	   underpin	   effective	   reading	   instruction	   and	   effective	   professional	   learning.	  	  
The	   evidence	   supports	   the	   contention	   that	   for	   reading	   instruction	   to	   be	   effective,	   decoding	  
skills	   need	   to	   be	   taught	   explicitly,	   which	   requires	   elements	   of	   an	   instructivist	   approach.	  	  
However,	   as	   the	   purpose	   of	   reading	   extends	   beyond	   decoding	   into	   the	   comprehension	   and	  
construction	   of	   knowledge,	   reading	   instruction	   must	   incorporate	   constructivist	   approaches	  
when	   utilising	   these	   decoding	   skills.	   	   In	   contrast	   to	   the	   research	   on	   learning	   to	   decode,	  
successful	  professional	  learning	  is	  generally	  centred	  on	  a	  social	  constructivist	  approach	  (Fullan	  
et	   al.,	   2006;	   Timperley,	   2011)	   on	   the	   basis	   that	   individuals	   construct	  meaning	   through	   their	  
interactions	  with	  others	  and	  therefore	  learning	  is	  a	  function	  of	  the	  activity,	  context	  and	  culture	  
in	   which	   it	   occurs	   (Rogoff,	   2003;	   Vygotsky,	   1962).	   	   Although	   instructivist	   and	   constructivist	  
epistemologies	   are	   often	   perceived	   to	   be	   incompatible	   (Merriënboer	   &	   Bruin,	   2014)	   this	  
Researcher	  contends	  that,	  like	  learning	  to	  read,	  teachers	  require	  explicit	  instruction	  in	  how	  to	  
teach	   reading	   before	   applying	   this	   knowledge	   and	   reflecting	   on	   the	   outcomes.	   	   Learning	  
opportunities	   based	   on	   constructivist	   principles,	   such	   as	   scaffolding	   by	  more	   knowledgeable	  
others	   to	   facilitate	   learning	   (Vygotsky,	   1962)	   are	   seen	   as	   necessary	   in	   consolidating	   and	  
extending	   teachers’	   knowledge	   of	   reading	   Instruction.	   	   Therefore,	   elements	   of	   both	  
instructivist	  and	  constructivist	  epistemologies	  appear	   in	   the	  professional	   learning	  and	   inform	  
the	  conceptual	  framework	  for	  this	  research.	  	  
The	   purpose	   of	   this	   research	   was	   to	   investigate	   how	   effectively	   a	   professional	   learning	  
experience	  impacted	  on	  teachers’	  classroom	  practice,	  beliefs,	  pedagogical	  content	  knowledge,	  
and	   student	   performance	   in	   relation	   to	   reading	   instruction.	   	   The	   components	   of	   the	  
professional	  learning	  included	  several	  professional	  development	  sessions	  in	  which	  information	  
was	   presented	   about	   current	   research	   on	   effective	   reading	   instruction,	   including	   the	   Big	   Six	  
framework	   (Konza,	   2010b),	   and	   the	   use	   of	   assessment	   tools	   to	   identify	   specific	   areas	   of	  
difficulty	   in	   reading	   acquisition.	   	   These	   sessions	  were	   constructed	   around	  delivering	   content	  
and	  thus	  included	  an	  instructivist	  component.	  	  Other	  components	  of	  the	  professional	  learning	  
were	   sessions	   that	  provided	   teachers	  with	   the	  opportunity	   to	  discuss	   their	  progress	   in	  using	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this	  information	  to	  support	  children	  with	  reading	  difficulties	  as	  well	  as	  request	  information	  on	  
strategies	  and	   resources	   for	   teaching	   reading.	   	  These	  sessions	  were	  aimed	  at	   supporting	   the	  
development	  of	  a	  professional	  learning	  community	  across,	  as	  well	  as	  within,	  schools	  and	  were	  
constructivist	   in	   nature.	   	   The	   conceptual	   framework	   for	   this	   research	   also	   borrows	   from	  
Bronfenbrenner’s	   ecological	  model	   (1994)	   in	   that	   it	   positions	   the	   individual,	   in	   this	   case	   the	  
teacher,	  at	  the	  centre	  of	  the	  process	  and	  aims	  to	  identify	  how	  different	  factors	   influence	  the	  
individual	   (Figure	   2.6).	   	   In	   the	   context	   of	   the	   professional	   learning,	   significant	   influences	   on	  
teachers’	   classroom	   practice	   were	   identified	   as	   the	   professional	   development	   sessions,	  
teachers’	  beliefs,	  teachers’	  PCK,	  and	  the	  evidence	  of	  the	  reading	  performance	  of	  the	  children.	  	  
It	  has	  been	  asserted	  that	  both	  beliefs	  and	  PCK	  have	  a	  significant	  influence	  on	  teachers’	  practice	  
(Gudmundsdottir,	   1990;	   Hashweh,	   2005;	   Levitt,	   2001;	   Pajares,	   1992)	   and	   the	   Researcher	  
posited	   that	   there	   are	   reciprocal	   relationships	   between	   and	   among	   teachers’	   pedagogical	  
content	  knowledge	  about	  reading	   instruction,	   their	  beliefs	  about	  how	  children	   learn	  to	  read,	  
and	   how	   they	   respond	   to	   the	   content	   of	   the	   professional	   development.	   	   In	   this	  
conceptualisation,	  professional	  development,	  as	  part	  of	  the	  professional	  learning	  process,	  has	  
the	  potential	  to	  examine	  beliefs	  directly,	  but	  beliefs	  also	  have	  the	  potential	  to	  influence	  if	  and	  
how	  teachers	  engage	  with	  the	  professional	  development.	  	  Similarly,	  teachers’	  existing	  PCK	  can	  
influence	  how	  they	  interpret	  the	  information	  in	  the	  professional	  development	  but	  can	  also	  be	  
altered	  by	  the	  information	  presented.	  	  The	  interplay	  between	  a	  teacher’s	  beliefs	  and	  PCK	  can	  
be	   seen	   in	   classroom	   practice	   and	   it	   is	   through	   classroom	   practice	   that	   PCK	   is	   further	  
developed.	  	  Children’s	  performance	  is	  also	  seen	  as	  an	  influential	  factor	  in	  professional	  learning	  
(Timperley,	  2011)	  and,	   in	  this	  research,	  evidence	  of	  children’s	  reading	  performance	  was	  seen	  
as	  a	  result	  of	  classroom	  practice	  which	  gave	  it	  the	  potential	  to	  influence	  a	  teacher’s	  beliefs	  and	  
PCK.	  	  
What	  is	  suggestive	  in	  this	  interplay	  of	  factors	  is	  that	  professional	  learning	  is	  a	  dynamic	  process	  
influenced	   by	   the	   context	   in	   which	   it	   occurs,	   including	   the	   social	   interactions	   around	   the	  
learning.	  	  As	  Raskin	  (2002)	  states,	  "knowledge	  is	  a	  compilation	  of	  human-­‐made	  constructions"	  
(p.	  4)	  	  Therefore,	  a	  conceptual	  model	  based	  on	  social	  constructivism	  was	  identified	  as	  the	  most	  
effective	   way	   to	   examine	   the	   impact	   of	   the	   professional	   learning	   on	   teachers’	   knowledge,	  
beliefs	   and	   practice.	   	   The	   subsequent	   chapter	   outlines	   how	   this	   epistemology	   informed	   the	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CHAPTER	  3: METHODOLOGY	  
	  
The	  methodology	  selected	  for	  this	  study	  was	  centred	  on	  a	  constructivist	  epistemology	  in	  which	  
“meaning	   is	   not	   discovered	   but	   constructed”	   (Crotty,	   1998,	   p.	   42)	   and	   used	   a	   case	   study	  
research	  design	  to	  investigate	  how	  participation	  in	  a	  professional	  learning	  experience,	  focused	  
on	   effective	   reading	   instruction,	   impacted	   on	   teachers'	   beliefs,	   literacy	   pedagogical	   content	  
knowledge	   and	   classroom	   practice.	   	   The	   following	   sections	   elaborate	   on	   the	   Researcher’s	  
epistemological	  beliefs	  and	  theoretical	  perspectives	  as	  well	  as	  the	  research	  methodology.	  	  This	  
includes	   the	   research	   procedures,	   selection	   of	   participants,	   the	   data	   collection	   instruments,	  
and	  data	  analysis	  procedures.	  	  Questions	  of	  validity,	  reliability	  and	  ethics	  are	  also	  addressed.	  
3.1. Epistemology	  and	  Theoretical	  Perspective	  
Wiersma	  and	  Jurs	  (2009)	  explain	  epistemology	  as	  the	  assumptions	  and	  beliefs	  about	  how	  we	  
come	  to	  know.	   	  Researchers’	  epistemological	  beliefs,	   their	   theory	  of	  knowledge,	   informs	   the	  
way	   in	  which	   they	   conduct	   research.	   	   Therefore,	   it	   is	   important	   that	   these	  beliefs	   are	  made	  
explicit	   to	  ensure	   that	  beliefs	  and	  actions	  are	  aligned	   (Figure	  3.1).	   	   Inherent	   in	   constructivist	  
epistemology	   is	   the	   notion	   of	   intentionality:	   there	   is	   an	   active	   relationship	   between	   our	  
consciousness	  and	  the	  object	  that	  is	  the	  focus	  of	  this	  consciousness	  and,	  Crotty	  suggests,	  it	  is	  
“in	  and	  out	  of	   this	   interplay	   that	  meaning	   is	  born”	   (p.	  45).	   	   The	  ontological	   assumption	   that	  
informs	  a	   constructivist	   epistemology	   is	   that	   reality	   can	  be	  defined	   in	   terms	  of	   the	  meaning	  
that	  is	  created	  from	  experiences	  within	  a	  specific	  context	  (Guba	  &	  Lincoln,	  1994).	  	  
	  	  
48	  
In	   defining	   constructivism,	   emphasis	   is	   often	   placed	   on	   the	   development	   of	   subjective	  
understandings	   (Creswell,	  2009),	  however,	  Crotty	  suggests	   that	   it	   is	   simultaneously	  objective	  
and	   subjective.	   	   In	   relation	   to	   this	   study,	   the	   Researcher	   sought	   to	   identify	   how	   teachers	  
engage	  with	  the	  professional	  learning	  opportunities	  associated	  with	  the	  Project.	  	  The	  research	  
is	   constructivist	   in	   that	   it	   sought	   to	   construct	   a	   new	   understanding	   of	   how	   professional	  
learning	  experiences	   influence	   teachers’	  behaviour	  by	  exploring	   the	   interplay	  between	   these	  
experiences	  and	  the	  contexts	  in	  which	  they	  took	  place.	  	  
Lévi-­‐Strauss	  describes	  constructivist	  researchers	  as	  ‘bricoleur’:	  those	  who	  engage	  in	  a	  dialogue	  
with	   their	  materials	   to	   determine	  what	   they	  might	   potentially	   communicate	   and,	   therefore,	  
contribute	  to	  a	  new	  understanding	  (Crotty,	  1998).	  	  It	   is	  also	  generally	  acknowledged	  that	  this	  
dialogue	   takes	   place	   in	   the	   context	   of	   historical	   and	   cultural	   factors.	   	   Therefore,	   in	   order	   to	  
develop	  these	  understandings,	  research	  needs	  to	  focus	  on	   individuals’	   interactions	  with	  each	  
other	  and	  the	  context	  in	  which	  these	  occur	  (Creswell,	  2009).	  	  
Ecological	   systems	   theory,	   as	  defined	  by	  Bronfenbrenner	   (1994),	   can	  be	  used	   to	  explore	   the	  
different	   layers	   in	  which	   these	   interactions	   take	  place.	   	  Bronfenbrenner	  provides	  a	  model	  of	  
human	   development	   consisting	   of	   five	   subsystems	   that	   exert	   influence	   over	   an	   individual’s	  
development.	   	   At	   the	   centre	   of	   this	  model	   is	   the	  microsystem	   that	   includes	   those	   elements	  
with	   which	   the	   individual	   has	   direct	   contact.	   	   In	   the	   context	   of	   this	   study	   the	  microsystem	  
includes	  the	  teachers	  and	  their	  interactions	  with	  the	  school	  environment,	  peers,	  and	  members	  
of	   the	   research	   team.	   	   The	   next	   layer,	   the	   mesosystem,	   relates	   to	   the	   linkage	   between	  
different	  settings	   in	  which	  the	   individual	  plays	  a	  direct	  part,	  such	  as	  the	   interaction	  between	  
the	  research	  team	  and	  the	  school,	  the	  school	  and	  the	  staff	  and	  the	  staff	  and	  their	  peers.	  	  The	  
exosystem,	   which	   is	   the	   third	   layer,	   also	   includes	   interactions	   that	   exert	   an	   influence	   on	  
individuals,	   even	   though	   the	   individuals	   are	   not	   directly	   involved,	   such	   as	   the	   interactions	  
between	  the	  school	  and	  educational	  authorities.	  	  	  	  
The	  fourth	  layer	  is	  the	  macrosystem,	  which	  includes	  the	  overreaching	  patterns	  from	  the	  other	  
systems	  such	  as	  dominant	  epistemologies,	  cultural	  influences,	  life-­‐style	  and	  resources.	  	  For	  the	  
teachers	  in	  this	  research,	  this	  may	  relate	  to	  their	  beliefs	  about	  how	  knowledge	  is	  attained,	  the	  
dominant	   beliefs	   about	   teaching	   reading,	   and	   how	   resources	   are	   allocated	   within	   their	  
teaching	   environments.	   	   Finally,	   there	   is	   the	   chronosystem,	   which,	   as	   the	   name	   suggests,	  
relates	   to	   the	   passage	   of	   time	   and	   the	   influence	   that	   this	   exerts	   on	   the	   individual.	   	   The	  
professional	   learning	   experience	   that	   this	   research	  was	   linked	   to	   occurred	   over	   a	   12	  month	  
period	  and,	  within	  this	  time	  frame,	  there	  were	  specific	  deadlines	  that	  teachers	  were	  expected	  
to	  meet.	  	  The	  chronosystem	  also	  includes	  an	  understanding	  of	  how	  individuals	  are	  influenced	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by	   their	   historical	   position	   so	   there	   is	   the	   need	   to	   consider	   how	   teachers’	   understanding	   of	  
effective	   reading	  pedagogy	  has	  changed	  over	   time	  and	  how	  this	   influences	   teachers’	  current	  
practices.	  	  	  
While	   Bronfenbrenner	   originally	   posited	   this	   theory	   as	   a	   way	   of	   exploring	   children’s	  
development,	   it	   lends	   itself	  to	  the	   interpretivist	  paradigm	  applied	  to	  the	  methodology	   in	  this	  
study,	   as	   this	   theoretical	   perspective	   emphasises	   the	   search	   for	   “culturally	   derived	   and	  
historically	   situated	   interpretations	   of	   the	   social	   life-­‐world”	   (Crotty,	   1998,	   p.	   67).	   	   The	  
interaction	  between	  the	  elements	  in	  an	  individual’s	  environment	  is	  particularly	  significant	  here	  
as	   the	   Researcher’s	   aim	   was	   also	   to	   go	   beyond	   describing	   an	   individual	   phenomenon	   to	  
identifying	  key	  elements	  that	  contribute	  to	  outcomes	  and	  may	  be	  applied	  to	  other	  situations.	  	  
Crotty’s	  description	  of	  Weber’s	  (1962)	  empirical	  approach	  to	  interpretivism,	  in	  which	  Weber	  is	  
“ready	  to	  consider	  an	  interpretation	  of	  a	  sequence	  of	  events	  to	  be	  causally	  adequate,	  if	  on	  the	  
basis	  of	  past	  experience	  it	  appears	  probably	  that	  it	  will	  always	  occur	  in	  the	  same	  way”	  (1998,	  
p.	  69),	  seems	  most	  appropriate	  here.	  
This	  study	  employed	  an	  interpretivist	  approach	  to	  explore	  both	  written	  and	  non-­‐written	  forms	  
of	  communication	  to	  construct	  the	  knowledge	  to	  answer	  the	  research	  questions.	  	  Bogdan	  and	  
Biklen	  (1992)	  highlight	  the	  value	  of	  studying	  an	  individual’s	  experience	  and	  Crotty	  asserts	  that	  
“the	   texts	   humans	   write,	   the	   speech	   they	   utter,	   the	   art	   they	   create	   and	   the	   actions	   they	  
perform	  are	  all	  expressions	  of	  meaning”	  (p.	  94).	   	  This	  aligns	  with	  hermeneutic	  interpretivism,	  
which	   originated	   in	   the	   study	   of	   biblical	   texts	   and	   established	   guidelines	   by	   which	   those	  
studying	   these	   texts	   could	   interpret	   them	   in	  order	   to	  develop	  an	  objective	  understanding	  of	  
their	  meaning.	   	   Contemporary	  hermeneutics	  has	  broadened	   the	  definition	  of	   text	   to	   include	  
non-­‐written	   forms	   of	   communication	   such	   as	   actions,	   phenomenon	   and	   context.	   	   Crotty	  
suggests	   that	   “hermeneutics	   is	   to	   exegesis	   what	   grammar	   is	   to	   language	   or	   logic	   is	   to	  
reasoning”	   (1998,	  p.	  87),	  which	   is	   to	   say	   that	  hermeneutics	  provides	   the	  principles	  by	  which	  
the	  activity	  is	  carried	  out.	  	  Within	  this	  study	  a	  range	  of	  sources	  were	  explored,	  including	  survey	  
responses,	   planning	   documents,	   teacher	   dialogue,	   and	   practice	   in	   order	   to	   understand	   the	  




Figure	  3.1.	  Four	  Research	  Elements	  based	  on	  Crotty	  (1998,	  p.	  4)	  
3.2. Methodology	  and	  Method	  
Case	  study	  
The	  epistemological	  and	  theoretical	  perspective	  so	  far	  discussed	  led	  the	  Researcher	  to	  select	  a	  
case	   study	  methodology	   for	   this	   study,	  which	  was	   both	   the	   process	   and	   the	   product	   of	   this	  
inquiry	  (Stake,	  2005).	   	  Additionally,	  Yin	  (2009)	  suggests	  that	   if	  the	  research	  questions	  seek	  to	  
answer	  the	  ‘how’	  and	  ‘why’	  of	  a	  social	  phenomenon	  then	  a	  case	  study	  methodology	  would	  be	  
an	   appropriate	   choice.	   	   Lincoln	   and	   Guba	   (2002)	   assert	   the	   advantages	   of	   case	   study	   in	  
providing	  what	  Geertz	  (1973)	  described	  as	   ‘thick	  description’.	   	  Lincoln	  and	  Guba	  also	  suggest	  
that	  case	  studies	  “provide	  the	  information	  and	  sophistication	  needed	  to	  challenge	  the	  reader’s	  
current	   construction	   and	   enable	   its	   reconstruction”	   (2002,	   p.	   206).	   	   As	   identified	   in	  
Bronfenbrenner’s	  ecological	  model,	  individuals	  are	  influenced	  by	  the	  real-­‐life	  contexts	  in	  which	  
they	  are	  situated	  and	  a	  case	  study	  approach	  enabled	  the	  Researcher	  to	  explore	  those	  contexts	  
in	   detail	   (Merriam,	   1988;	   Yin,	   2009).	   	   As	   the	   interactions	   within	   educational	   settings	   are	  
complex	  and	  influenced	  by	  many	  factors,	  case	  studies	  provide	  a	  richness	  of	  detail	  and	  a	  depth	  
of	  understanding	  (Merriam,	  1988)	  that	  quantitative	  studies	  of	  these	  environments	  often	  lack.	  	  	  
Criticism	   of	   case	   study	   research	   often	   includes	   assertions	   about	   their	   value	  which	   Flyvbjerg	  
(2006)	  categorises	  into	  five	  common	  misunderstandings:	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Theoretical	  knowledge	  is	  more	  valuable	  than	  practical	  knowledge;	  (2)	  One	  
cannot	  generalize	  from	  a	  single	  case,	  therefore	  the	  single	  case	  study	  cannot	  
contribute	  to	  scientific	  development;	  (3)	  The	  case	  study	  is	  most	  useful	  for	  
generating	  hypotheses,	  while	  other	  methods	  are	  more	  suitable	  for	  
hypotheses	  testing	  and	  theory	  building;	  (4)	  The	  case	  study	  contains	  a	  bias	  
toward	  verification;	  and	  (5)	  It	  is	  often	  difficult	  to	  summarize	  specific	  case	  
studies	  (p.	  219).	  	  	  
He	  addressed	  these	  statements	  and	  makes	  a	  number	  of	  points	  about	  the	  value	  of	  case	  studies.	  	  	  
In	   the	   first	   instance	   he	   suggests	   that	   at	   the	   core	   of	   expert	   practice	   is	   context-­‐dependent	  
knowledge	  and	  experience,	  and	  that	  “proof	  is	  hard	  to	  come	  by	  in	  social	  science	  because	  of	  the	  
absence	   of	   ‘hard’	   theory,	   whereas	   learning	   is	   certainly	   possible”	   (Flyvbjerg,	   2006,	   p.	   225).	  	  
Issues	  of	  generalisability	  and	  hypothesis	  testing	  are	  considered	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  verification	  or	  
falsification	  of	  a	  proposition	  through	  the	  careful	  selection	  of	  ‘most	  likely’	  or	  ‘least	  likely’	  cases.	  	  
That	   is,	   cases	   provide	   the	   opportunity	   to	   test	   a	   hypothesis	   by	   providing	   evidence	   or	   lack	   of	  
evidence	   to	  support	   it.	   	  Concerns	  about	   researcher	  bias	  are	  also	  contested	  on	   the	  basis	   that	  
case	   study	   processes	   are	   just	   as	   rigorous	   as	   other	   forms	   of	   research	   and	   provide	   more	  
opportunities	   to	   interrogate	   this	   bias	   than	   quantitative	   research,	   in	   which	   the	   researcher	  
decides	   categories	   and	   variables	   for	   investigation.	   	   Finally,	   Flyvbjerg	   (2006)	   highlights	   the	  
importance	   of	   the	   narrative	   to	   understanding	   the	   human	   condition	   and	   rejects	   the	   need	   to	  
summarise	  this	  into	  formulae	  or	  standard	  cases.	  	  	  
Although	   the	  way	   in	  which	   case	   studies	   are	   utilised	   varies	   according	   to	   the	   epistemological	  
beliefs	  of	   the	  researcher	  and	  the	  context	  of	   the	  study,	   the	  case	  study	   is	  a	   ‘bounded	  system’,	  
that	  is,	  it	  has	  a	  definable	  boundary	  between	  itself	  and	  the	  ‘other’;	  what	  is	  part	  of	  it	  and	  what	  is	  
not.	   	   Some	   researchers	   approach	   case	   studies	   as	   a	   descriptive	   exercise	   in	   which	   a	   specific	  
situation	  is	  laid	  out	  in	  detail	  for	  the	  reader.	  	  In	  this	  iteration	  “a	  case	  might	  provide	  a	  sense	  of	  
vicarious,	   ‘déjà	  vu’	  experience…,	  a	  reader	  can	  ‘learn’	  from	  the	  experience,	  and,	  as	  is	  the	  case	  
with	  all	  learnings,	  make	  applications	  even	  in	  situations	  that	  do	  not	  appear	  on	  their	  faces	  to	  be	  
similar”	  (Lincoln	  &	  Guba,	  2002,	  p.	  212).	  	  Other	  researchers	  suggest	  that	  case	  studies	  can	  be	  a	  
theory-­‐testing	  or	  theory-­‐building	  exercise	  (Eisenhardt,	  2002).	   	  While	  both	  approaches	  require	  
that	   the	   data	   lead	   the	   researcher,	   in	   the	   latter	   instance	   a	   researcher	   may	   specify	   a	   priori	  
constructs	  when	  shaping	  the	  design.	  	  	  
Whatever	   the	   approach,	   Stake	   (2005,	   p.	   448)	   suggests	   that	   “The	   major	   conceptual	  
responsibilities	  of	  the	  qualitative	  case	  researcher	  are	  the	  following:	  
1. Bounding	  the	  case,	  conceptualizing	  the	  object	  of	  the	  study;	  
2. Selecting	   the	   phenomena,	   themes,	   or	   issues	   –	   that	   is,	   the	   research	  
questions	  –	  to	  emphasize;	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3. Seeking	  patterns	  of	  data	  to	  develop	  issues;	  
4. Triangulating	  key	  observations	  and	  bases	  of	  interpretation;	  
5. Selecting	  interpretations	  to	  pursue;	  
6. Developing	  assertions	  or	  generalizations	  about	  the	  case.”	  
	  
The	  objects	  of	  this	  study	  were	  several	  teachers’	  cases	  and	  these	   individual	  case	  studies	  were	  
bounded	  by	   their	   immediate	  context,	  being	   the	  schools	   in	  which	   they	  were	  working	  and	   the	  
broader	   context	   of	   the	   professional	   learning	   intervention.	   	   The	   phenomenon	   was	   how	  
participation	   in	   a	   professional	   learning	   intervention	   impacted	   on	   teachers'	   beliefs,	   reading	  
pedagogical	   content	   knowledge	   and	   classroom	   practice.	   	   Methods	   of	   data	   collection	   are	  
discussed	   in	   more	   detail	   in	   the	   following	   section,	   but	   the	   Researcher	   drew	   theoretical	  
generalisations	   from	   the	  data	  by	   carrying	  out	  multiple	   case	   studies	  with	  data	  gathered	   from	  
multiple	  sources	  and	  incorporating	  cross-­‐case	  analysis	  (Miles	  &	  Huberman,	  1994).	  	  	  
Mixed	  methods	  
Yin	  (2009)	  asserts	  that	  “the	  case	  study’s	  unique	  strength	  is	  its	  ability	  to	  deal	  with	  a	  full	  variety	  
of	   evidence”	   (p.	   11)	   and	   despite	   often	   being	   seen	   as	   a	   form	   of	   qualitative	   research,	   case	  
studies	  can	  incorporate	  both	  qualitative	  and	  quantitative	  data	  collection	  methods.	  	  Denzin	  and	  
Lincoln	   (2005)	   concur	   that	   this	   approach	   contributes	   to	   the	   depth	   and	   thoroughness	   of	   the	  
case	   study.	   	   This	   Researcher	   believes	   that	   a	   mixed	   methods	   approach	   to	   data	   collection	  
provides	  for	  a	  more	  comprehensive	  exploration	  of	  the	  research	  questions.	   	  A	  mixed	  methods	  
approach	   is	   useful	   if	   a	   researcher	   aims	   to	   “develop	   a	   detailed	   view	   of	   the	   meaning	   of	   a	  
phenomenon	  or	  concept	  for	  individuals”	  (Creswell,	  2009,	  p.	  18).	  	  Mixed	  methods	  studies	  are	  a	  
relatively	   new	   approach	   to	   research,	   which	   is	   generally	   attributed	   to	   Campbell	   and	   Fiske’s	  
(1959)	  pioneering	  article	  Convergent	  and	  discriminant	  validation	  by	  the	  multitrait-­‐multimethod	  
matrix.	  	  This	  article	  established	  the	  use	  of	  both	  qualitative	  and	  quantitative	  measures	  as	  a	  way	  
or	   triangulating	   data	   and	   validating	   findings.	   	   Johnson,	   Onwuegbuzie	   and	   Turner	   (2007)	  
suggest	   that	   the	   use	   of	   mixed	   methods	   research	   is	   primarily	   a	   pragmatic	   approach	   to	  
knowledge	   “that	   attempts	   to	   consider	   multiple	   viewpoints,	   perspectives,	   positions,	   and	  
standpoints”	  (p.	  113).	  	  	  
Wiersma	   and	   Jurs	   (2009)	   identified	   a	   number	   of	   strengths	   of	   a	   mixed-­‐methods	   approach	  
including	   its	   appeal	   to	   a	   wider	   audience	   (from	   both	   positivist	   and	   constructivist	  
epistemologies),	   the	  avoidance	  of	  the	  bias	  that	  can	  be	  associated	  with	  single	  methodological	  
approaches,	   and	   the	   incorporation	   of	   the	   strengths	   of	   both	   methods.	   	   They	   suggest	   that	  
“perhaps	   the	   greatest	   advantage	   of	   mixed	   methods	   research	   is	   that	   it	   addresses	   multiple	  
questions”	   (p.	  309)	  dealing	  with	  both	  variables	  and	  processes.	   	   In	   terms	  of	   this	   study,	  mixed	  
	  	  
53	  
methods	   approach	   enabled	   the	   Researcher	   to	   examine	   the	   variable	   of	   teacher	   knowledge	  
against	   the	   process	   of	   how	   teachers	   engage	  with	   the	   professional	   learning	   experiences	   and	  
what	  they	  implement	  as	  practice.	  
Creswell	   (2009)	   identified	   six	   mixed	   methods	   strategies:	   sequential	   explanatory,	   sequential	  
exploratory,	   sequential	   transformative,	   concurrent	   triangulation,	   concurrent	   embedded	   and	  
concurrent	   transformative.	   	  These	  procedural	   strategies	   relate	   to	   the	  key	  elements	  of	  mixed	  
methods	  research,	  including	  the	  timing	  or	  sequence	  in	  which	  the	  qualitative	  and	  quantitative	  
data	   are	   collected,	   the	   weighting	   that	   the	   qualitative	   and	   quantitative	   components	   have	   at	  
each	   of	   these	   phases,	   and	   how	   and	   when	   the	   data	   are	   mixed.	   	   This	   study	   employed	   a	  
concurrent	   triangulation	   design,	   represented	   in	   Figure	   3.2,	   with	   an	   emphasis	   on	   qualitative	  
data	   consistent	   with	   the	   constructivist	   epistemology	   of	   the	   research.	   	   In	   this	   figure,	   boxes	  
without	  shading	  indicate	  that	  less	  emphasis	  was	  placed	  on	  this	  form	  of	  data	  collection	  during	  
this	   phase.	   	  Qualitative	   and	   quantitative	   data	   are	   collected	   concurrently	   then	   compared	   “to	  
determine	  if	  there	  is	  a	  convergence,	  difference,	  or	  some	  combination”	  (Creswell,	  2009,	  p.	  213).	  	  
The	   design	   of	   this	   study	   varied	   slightly	   from	   that	   described	   by	   Creswell	   as	   the	   collection	   of	  
qualitative	   and	   quantitative	   data	   occurred	   concurrently	   at	   the	   beginning	   and	   end	   of	   the	  
Project,	  but	  only	  qualitative	  data	  were	  collected	  during	  the	  Project.	  	  	  
3.3. Participant	  Selection	  
The	  selection	  of	  participants	   is	   significant	   in	  all	   research,	  but	  arguably	  more	  so	   in	  case	  study	  
research	   if	   the	   researcher	  wishes	   to	   present	   a	   valuable	   insight	   into	   the	   phenomenon	   being	  
explored	   (Yin,	   2009).	   	   The	   aim	   of	   the	   professional	   learning	   intervention	   was	   to	   provide	  
teachers	  with	   skills	   to	   incorporate	   targeted	   reading	   instruction	   for	   those	   students	  who	  were	  
not	   acquiring	   the	   necessary	   skills	   under	   the	   current	   approach.	   	   To	   achieve	   this,	   the	   Project	  
focused	  on	  identifying	  Year	  2	  students	  who	  were	  experiencing	  difficulty	  in	  the	  development	  of	  
reading	   skills	   and	   assisting	   teachers	   to	   embed	   explicit	   teaching	   of	   early	   reading	   skills	   in	   the	  
broader	   approach	   to	   reading	   instruction	   currently	   being	   employed	   in	   their	   schools.	   	   The	  
Project	   involved	   49	   teachers	   from	   10	   schools	   in	   an	   Australian	  metropolitan	   area.	   From	   this	  
cohort,	   teachers	   were	   invited	   to	   participate	   in	   case	   studies	   involving	   more	   extensive	   data	  
collections.	  	  
Initially	   the	  Researcher	  asked	   teachers	   interested	   in	  being	  part	  of	   the	   study	   to	  provide	   their	  
email	  details	  at	   the	   first	  professional	   learning	  day.	   	  These	   teachers	  were	   then	  contacted	  and	  
the	   Researcher	   outlined	   the	   requirements	   of	   involvement	   in	   the	   research.	   	   This	   included	  
providing	  information	  on	  the	  commitment	  required,	  the	  potential	  impact	  on	  their	  classrooms	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and	  the	  type	  of	  data	  collection	  that	  was	  to	  be	  undertaken.	  	  Specifically,	  the	  Researcher	  would	  
be	  present	  in	  their	  classroom	  observing	  and	  recording	  their	  practice,	  interviewing	  them	  about	  
their	   practice	   and	   their	   impressions	   of	   the	   professional	   learning	   experience	   as	   well	   as	  
collecting	  classroom	  artefacts	  such	  as	  programs	  and	  students’	  work	  samples.	  	  This	  resulted	  in	  
further	  self-­‐selection	  of	  participants.	  	  	  
	  
Figure	  3.2.	  Concurrent	  Triangulation	  Design	  (Adapted	  from	  Creswell	  (2009))	  
	  
Denzin	   (2002)	  proposes	   that	  “a	   researcher	   is	   led	   to	  seek	  out	  subjects	  who	  have	  experienced	  
the	   types	   of	   experiences	   the	   researcher	   seeks	   to	   understand”	   (p.	   350).	   	   Stake	   (2005)	   also	  
suggests	   that	   while	   “balance	   and	   variety	   are	   important;	   opportunity	   to	   learn	   is	   of	   primary	  
importance”	  (p.	  447)	  when	  selecting	  a	  case	  study.	  	  By	  their	  nature,	  case	  studies	  are	  dependent	  
on	   willing	   volunteers	   and	   this	   can	   limit	   a	   researcher’s	   potential	   for	   purposeful	   selection.	  	  
Eisenhardt	   (2002)	   suggests	   that	   there	   is	   no	   ideal	   number	   of	   subjects	   in	   case	   studies,	   but	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between	   four	   and	   10	   cases	   is	   generally	   recommended.	   In	   this	   instance	   six	   teachers	  
volunteered	  to	  take	  part	  in	  the	  study	  and	  it	  was	  decided	  to	  utilise	  all	  of	  these	  subjects	  in	  the	  
research.	  	  	  
3.4. Data	  Sources	  
As	  outlined	  previously,	  this	  study	  used	  mixed	  methods	  and	  interpretive	  approaches	  to	  develop	  
an	   understanding	   of	   how	   participation	   in	   a	   professional	   learning	   intervention	   impacted	   on	  
teachers'	  beliefs,	  reading	  PCK,	  and	  classroom	  practice.	  	  In	  order	  to	  address	  concerns	  that	  case	  
study	   research	   is	   a	   ‘soft’	   form	   of	   research,	   and	   criticism	   of	   the	   reliability	   of	   self-­‐report	  
measures	   (Barker,	   Pistrang,	   &	   Elliott,	   2005;	   Gess-­‐Newsome,	   2002;	   Lam	   &	   Bengo,	   2003;	  
Onafowora,	  2005),	   the	  Researcher	  used	  both	  qualitative	  and	  quantitative	  data	   from	  multiple	  
sources	  (Yin,	  2009).	   	  Convergence	  of	  data	  from	  a	  variety	  of	  sources	  incorporated	  redundancy	  
within	   the	   data	   gathering	   and	   reduced	   the	   likelihood	   of	   data	   being	   misinterpreted.	   	   In	  
summary,	  different	  methods	  were	  incorporated	  to	  investigate	  the	  same	  phenomena	  and	  data	  
were	  triangulated	  to	  clarify	  meaning	  (Stake,	  2005,	  p.	  443).	  	  	  
Whilst	  case	  studies	  cannot	  provide	  statistical	  generalisations,	  that	  is,	  the	  researcher	  should	  not	  
draw	   inferences	   about	   a	   population	   on	   the	   basis	   of	   what	   the	   data	   reveal,	   case	   studies	   can	  
provide	  theoretical	  or	  “analytic”	  generalisations	  (Yin,	  2009,	  p.	  38).	  	  Analytic	  generalisations	  can	  
be	  made	  when	  a	  case	  study	  supports	  a	  previously	  developed	  theory.	   	  This	  research	  explored	  
the	   relationship	  between	   knowledge	  and	  practice	   and	   compared	   this	  with	   existing	   theory	   in	  
this	  domain.	  	  The	  Researcher	  combined	  data	  from	  the	  whole	  cohort	  of	  teachers	  involved	  in	  the	  
Project,	   which	   included	   pre-­‐	   and	   post-­‐intervention	   surveys,	   questionnaires	   and	   student	  
assessment	  data,	  with	  specific	  classroom	  observations	  and	  interviews	  of	  case	  study	  teachers,	  
field	   notes,	   observations	   of	   target	   students	   engaged	   in	   instruction,	   and	   the	   collection	   of	  
classroom	  artefacts.	  	  	  
Yin	   (2009)	   suggests	   there	   are	   six	   main	   sources	   of	   data	   used	   in	   case	   studies;	   “documents,	  
archival	   records,	   interviews,	   direct	   observation,	   participant-­‐observations,	   and	   physical	  
artefacts”	   (p.	   98).	   	   Within	   this	   study,	   the	   Researcher	   used	   documents,	   interviews,	   direct	  
observation,	   physical	   artefacts	   and	   student	   assessment	   data.	   	   The	   type	   of	   documents	  
examined	   included	   whole	   school	   literacy	   plans,	   participant	   teachers’	   literacy	   planning	  
documents,	  and	  reports	  from	  the	  professional	  learning	  intervention	  Project.	   	   Interviews	  were	  
both	   structured	   and	   unstructured,	   incorporating	   direct	   interviews	   in	   the	   form	   of	   “guided	  
conversations”	  (Yin,	  2009,	  p.	  106)	  in	  which	  the	  interviewer	  asked	  questions	  following	  the	  flow	  
of	   the	   conversation	   at	   the	   same	   time	   as	   maintaining	   the	   line	   of	   inquiry.	   	   Qualitative	   and	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quantitative	   questionnaires	   and	   surveys	   were	   included	   under	   the	   heading	   of	   structured	  
interviews	   as	   they	   provide	   information	   directly	   from	   the	   participant.	   	   Direct	   observations	   of	  
teaching	   were	   undertaken	   with	   the	   assistance	   of	   observation	   guides,	   audio	   recordings	   and	  
field	   notes,	   while	   students’	   work	   samples	   and	   teaching	   resources	   formed	   the	   basis	   of	   the	  
physical	   artefacts	   collected.	   	   Student	   assessment	   data	   consisted	   of	   standardised	   tests	  
administered	  at	  the	  beginning	  and	  end	  of	  the	  Project	  to	  those	  students	  identified	  by	  teachers	  
as	  falling	  behind	  their	  peers	  in	  the	  acquisition	  of	  reading	  skills.	  	  	  
Data	   collection	   was	   undertaken	   throughout	   the	   professional	   learning	   and	   into	   the	   first	  
semester	  of	  the	  following	  year,	  the	  phases	  of	  which	  are	  summarised	  in	  Figure	  3.3.	  	  Appendix	  C	  
provides	  an	  overview	  of	  the	  data	  collection	  and	  how	  this	  is	  linked	  to	  the	  research	  questions.	  
3.5. Research	  Instruments	  and	  Analysis	  
Yin	  (2009)	  notes	  that	  one	  of	  both	  the	  advantages	  and	  challenges	  of	  case	  studies	  is	  the	  quantity	  
and	   variety	   of	   data	   they	   can	   provide.	   	   In	   this	   study,	   where	   there	   were	  multiple	   case	   study	  
subjects,	   the	  Researcher’s	  goal	  was	  two-­‐fold.	   	  The	  Researcher	  needed	  to	  determine	  whether	  
there	   were	   common	   outcomes	   across	   the	   cases	   that	   pointed	   to	   the	   main	   impacts	   of	   the	  
professional	   learning,	   as	   well	   as	   differences	   between	   cases	   highlighting	   the	   impact	   of	  
contextual	  factors	  that	  enabled	  or	  constrained	  impacts.	  	  
Questionnaires	  and	  surveys	  
Pre-­‐	   and	   post-­‐intervention	   questionnaires	   and	   surveys	   were	   used	   to	   compare	   changes	   in	  
teachers’	   beliefs,	   attitudes	   and	   practices	   pertaining	   to	   teaching	   reading.	   	   These	   measures	  
included	   the	  DeFord	   (1985)	  Theoretical	  Orientation	   to	  Reading	  Profile	   (TORP),	   The	  Survey	  of	  
Literacy	  Constructs	  Related	  to	  Literacy	  Acquisition	  (Joshi	  et	  al.,	  2009),	  and	  a	  self-­‐efficacy	  scale.	  
Since	   these	  questionnaires	  were	   administered	   to	   all	   Project	   participants,	   the	   data	   sets	  were	  
analysed	  and	  are	   reported	   in	  Chapter	  4	   to	  provide	  additional	   contextual	   information	   for	   the	  
case	  studies.	  
The	   TORP	   uses	   a	   Likert	   scale	   1-­‐5	   response	   system	   to	   determine	   the	   teachers’	   theoretical	  
orientation	  to	  teaching	  reading	  (Appendix	  D).	   	   It	  contains	  28	  questions,	  generating	  a	  score	  of	  
between	   28	   and	   140,	   and	   categorises	   teachers’	   responses	   into	   three	   broad	   approaches	   to	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Scores	   between	   02	   -­‐	   65	   points	   indicates	   a	   decoding	   perspective,	   66	   -­‐	   110	   points	   indicates	   a	  
skills	  perspective	  and	  111	  -­‐	  140	  points	  indicates	  a	  whole-­‐language	  perspective.	  	  DeFord	  (1985)	  
described	   the	   decoding	   perspective	   as	   systematic	   and	   controlled	   for	   phonemic	   consistency.	  	  
Considerable	   time	   is	   allocated	   in	   this	   approach	   to	   decoding	   single	   letters	   and	   letter	  
combinations	   prior	   to	   studying	   word	   units	   and	   comprehension	   (DeFord,	   1985),	   thus	   it	   is	  
aligned	  to	  a	  synthetic	  approach.	  	  In	  a	  skills	  perspective	  there	  is	  also	  instruction	  in	  letter/sound	  
correspondence;	  however,	  this	  tends	  to	  be	  based	  on	  the	  vocabulary	  that	  was	  being	  introduced	  
and	  is	  less	  systematic	  (DeFord,	  1985),	  and	  is	  therefore	  more	  closely	  associated	  with	  an	  analytic	  
approach.	  	  Vocabulary	  items	  are	  introduced	  in	  context	  and	  the	  emphasis	  is	  on	  sight	  vocabulary	  
and	   word	   attack	   skills	   for	   reading.	   	   The	   whole	   language	   perspective	   focuses	   on	   quality	  
literature	  through	  which	  students	  develop	  an	  understanding	  of	  texts	  (DeFord,	  1985).	  	  Student	  
writing	  and	  shared	  reading	  experiences	  are	  fundamental	  to	  this	  approach.	  	  	  
The	  TORP’s	  currency	  and	  validity	  have	  been	  questioned	  (Cunningham,	  Zibulsky,	  Stanovich,	  et	  
al.,	  2009;	  Richardson,	  Anders,	  Tidwell,	  &	  Lloyd,	  1991)3	  not	   in	  the	   least	  because	  teachers	  may	  
respond	  to	  questions	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  approaches	  currently	  being	  promoted	  rather	   than	  their	  
actual	  practice.	  	  Nevertheless,	  it	  continues	  to	  be	  used	  in	  studies	  (Bos	  et	  al.,	  2001;	  McCutchen	  
et	   al.,	   2002)	   as	   it	   provides	   a	   measure	   of	   theoretical	   orientation	   from	   which	   to	   compare	  
classroom	   practice.	   	   Classroom	   observations	   and	   interviews	  with	   teachers	   (described	   in	   the	  
following	   section)	   were	   used	   to	   elicit	   information	   about	   their	   actual	   practice	   (Cunningham,	  
Zibulsky,	   Stanovich,	   et	   al.,	   2009)	   and	   address	   concerns	   about	   the	   validity	   of	   the	   TORP	   by	  
providing	   the	   opportunity	   to	   compare	   teacher’s	   responses	   with	   reported	   and	   observed	  
practice.	  	  The	  Researcher	  was	  able	  to	  compare	  data	  from	  the	  different	  sources	  to	  explore	  any	  
inconsistencies	   between	   the	   theoretical	   orientation	   they	   espoused	   and	   the	   theoretical	  
orientation	  of	  the	  activities	  they	  undertook	  in	  the	  classroom.	  	  	  	  	  
Two	  self-­‐efficacy	  scales	  were	  used	  to	  provide	  an	  insight	   into	  teachers’	  confidence	  and	  beliefs	  
about	   their	   ability	   to	   be	   effective	   reading	   teachers.	   Self-­‐efficacy	   is	   conceptualised	   as	   the	  
individual’s	   belief	   in	   his	   or	   her	   ability	   to	   undertake	   the	   actions	   required	   to	   successfully	  
accomplish	  a	  specific	  task	  in	  a	  specific	  context	  (Bandura,	  1986)	  and	  has	  been	  shown	  to	  bear	  a	  
significant	  relationship	  to	  instructional	  behaviour	  and	  student	  outcomes	  (Tschannen-­‐Moran	  &	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2	  Scores	  are	  identified	  as	  starting	  at	  0	  in	  the	  literature	  (DeFord,	  1985);	  however,	  the	  lowest	  
possible	  score	  for	  the	  28	  questions	  using	  a	  scale	  of	  1	  –	  5	  would	  be	  28.	  
3	  Citing	  of	  the	  surnames	  of	  the	  first	  authors	  and	  of	  as	  many	  of	  the	  subsequent	  authors	  as	  
necessary	  to	  distinguish	  between	  references	  complies	  with	  APA	  6th,	  6.12.	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Woolfolk-­‐Hoy,	   2001).	   	   Further,	   Smylie	   (1988)	   found	   that	   when	   teachers’	   personal	   teaching	  
efficacy	   was	   high,	   they	   were	   more	   likely	   to	   be	   interested	   in	   seeking	   innovations	   to	   their	  
practice.	   	   One	   of	   the	   first	   measures	   of	   teachers’	   self-­‐efficacy	   was	   the	   incorporation	   of	   two	  
questions	   in	  an	  extensive	  questionnaire	  developed	  by	   the	  Rand	  researchers	   for	   their	  Change	  
Agents	  study	  (Berman	  &	  McLaughlin,	  1977).	   	  The	  first	   item	  asked	  teachers	  to	  respond	  to	  the	  
statement,	  ‘‘When	  it	  comes	  right	  down	  to	  it,	  a	  teacher	  really	  can’t	  do	  much	  because	  most	  of	  a	  
student’s	  motivation	  and	  performance	  depends	  on	  his	  or	  her	  home	  environment.”	  While	  the	  
second	   item	   stated	   ‘‘If	   I	   really	   try	   hard,	   I	   can	   get	   through	   to	   even	   the	   most	   difficult	   or	  
unmotivated	  students.’’	  	  
Bandura	  (2006)	  identifies	  the	  need	  for	  the	  items	  in	  a	  self-­‐efficacy	  scale	  to	  reflect	  the	  construct	  
and	  as	  such	  they	  “should	  be	  phrased	  in	  terms	  of	  can	  do	  rather	  than	  will	  do.	  Can	  is	  a	  judgment	  
of	  capability;	  will	  is	  a	  statement	  of	  intention”	  (p.	  308).	  	  Schwarzer	  and	  Hallum	  (2008)	  also	  make	  
recommendations	   regarding	   the	   semantic	   structure	   of	   self-­‐efficacy	   items	   suggesting	   that,	   as	  
the	  purpose	  is	  to	  assess	  an	  individual’s	  subjective	  beliefs,	  questions	  include	  the	  subject	  "I"	  and	  
the	   verbs	   "can"	   and	   "able"	   to	   indicate	   that	   success	   is	   a	   result	   of	   the	   individual’s	   actions.	  	  
Further,	   Bandura	   suggests	   that	   a	   thorough	   understanding	   of	   the	   domain	   being	  measured	   is	  
required	  to	  develop	  sound	  efficacy	  scales	  and	  “perceived	  efficacy	  should	  be	  measured	  against	  
levels	  of	   task	  demands	   that	   represent	  gradations	  of	  challenges	  or	   impediments	   to	  successful	  
performance”	  (p.	  311).	  	  That	  is,	  if	  there	  are	  no	  factors	  that	  might	  interfere	  with	  the	  individual’s	  
performance	  of	  the	  task	  then	  everyone	  can	  perform	  it	  effectively.	  	  	  
The	  self-­‐efficacy	  survey	  developed	  by	  the	  Researcher	  for	  this	  study	  contained	  six	  items	  using	  a	  
Likert	  scale	  from	  1	  to	  5	  and	  was	  based	  on	  these	  recommendations	  to	  enable	  identification	  of	  
teachers’	   beliefs	   about	   their	   success	   in	   teaching	   reading	   (Appendix	   E).	   	   The	   wording	   of	   the	  
questions	   are	   domain	   specific,	   incorporating	   the	   recommendations	   regarding	   the	   semantic	  
structure,	   and	   potential	   conditions	   that	   might	   affect	   the	   response	   are	   incorporated;	   for	  
example,	  I	  can	  teach	  students	  to	  read	  even	  if	  they	  are	  not	  interested	  in	  learning.	  	  The	  reliability	  
of	   .782	  on	  this	  scale	  was	  determined	  by	  ascertaining	  the	  Cronbach	  Alpha	  on	  the	  self-­‐efficacy	  
surveys	   completed	   by	   the	   49	   teachers	   involved	   in	   the	   Project.	   	   The	   second	   self-­‐efficacy	  
measure	  was	   a	   sub-­‐scale	   of	   the	  Survey	   of	   Literacy	   Constructs	   Related	   to	   Literacy	  Acquisition	  
(SLCRLA),	   (Joshi	   et	   al.,	   2009)	   (Appendix	   F)	  which	   is	  described	   in	  detail	   below.	   In	   summary,	   it	  
contains	   eight	   questions	   asking	   teachers	   to	   rate	   their	   ability	   to	   teach	   specific	   aspects	   of	  
reading	  on	  a	  four-­‐point	  scale	  from	  a.	  minimal,	  b.	  moderate,	  c.	  very	  good	  to	  d.	  expert.	  	  	  	  
The	  Survey	  of	   Literacy	  Constructs	  Related	   to	   Literacy	  Acquisition	   (SLCRLA)	   (Joshi	  et	   al.,	   2009)	  
measures	   linguistic	  knowledge	  and	  was	  based	  on	  a	  measure	  developed	  by	  Moats	   (1994)	  and	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later	  modified	  by	  others	  (for	  example,	  McCutchen	  et	  al.,	  2002).	  	  The	  Joshi	  survey	  consists	  of	  68	  
items,	  which	  include	  questions	  relating	  to	  self-­‐efficacy	  in	  teaching	  reading,	  to	  both	  typical	  and	  
struggling	  readers,	  as	  well	  as	  questions	  designed	  to	  ascertain	  the	  respondents’	  metalinguistic	  
knowledge	   and	   attainment	   of	   the	   skills	   necessary	   to	   read	   effectively.	   	   The	   reliability	   of	   the	  
instrument,	   assessed	   using	   Cronbach’s	   alpha,	   was	   reported	   as	   .918	   (Joshi	   et	   al.,	   2009)	  
however,	   when	   isolated,	   the	   self-­‐efficacy	   scale	   on	   this	   study	   data	   was	   .644.	   	   As	   such,	   the	  
Researcher-­‐developed	  scale,	  at	  .782,	  was	  more	  reliable.	  
The	  DeFord	  Theoretical	  Orientation	  to	  Reading	  Profile	   (TORP),	   the	  self-­‐efficacy	  scale,	  and	  the	  
Survey	   of	   Literacy	   Constructs	   Related	   to	   Literacy	   (Joshi	   et	   al.,	   2009)	   contain	   scaled	   items,	  
therefore,	  they	  were	  scored	  and	  descriptive	  statistics	  calculated.	  	  The	  responses	  on	  the	  literacy	  
block	  activity	  surveys	  were	  examined	  to	   identify	   the	   items	  related	  to	  reading	  and	  repeatedly	  
examined	   until	   responses	   could	   be	   categorised	   and	   coded.	   	   The	   frequencies	   of	   these	  
categories	  both	  within	  cases	  and	  across	  cases	  were	  calculated	  and	  pre-­‐	  and	  post-­‐intervention	  
responses	  explored	  using	  non-­‐parametric	  statistics.	  	  
Analysis	  
SPSS	   (v	   21)	   was	   used	   to	   interrogate	   the	   data	   and	   generate	   descriptive	   statistics	   (e.g.	  
frequencies,	   percentages,	   medians,	   means,	   standard	   deviations)	   and,	   where	   appropriate,	  
inferential	  statistics	  such	  as	  t-­‐tests.	  	  For	  the	  data	  based	  on	  all	  Project	  participants,	  checks	  were	  
also	   run	   to	   ensure	   that	   assumptions	   of	   normality	   were	   met	   before	   conducting	   parametric	  
statistical	   tests	   based	   on	   the	   normal	   distribution.	   	  Where	   data	   did	  meet	   the	   assumption	   of	  
normality,	   paired-­‐sample	   t-­‐tests	   (also	   known	   as	   dependent	   t-­‐tests)	   were	   conducted	   to	  
determine	  whether	  any	  observed	  changes	   in	  teachers’	  practices	  and	  knowledge	  from	  pre-­‐	  to	  
post	  test	  were	  statistically	  significant	  -­‐	  and	  therefore	  generalisable	  to	  the	  population	  -­‐	  for	  each	  
of	   the	   survey	   instruments	   (TORP,	   SLCRLA	   and	   self-­‐efficacy).	   	   Where	   the	   assumption	   of	  
normality	  was	  not	  met,	  for	  example	  when	  isolating	  specific	  skills	  within	  the	  SLCRLA	  survey,	  the	  
Wilcoxon	  signed-­‐rank	  test	  was	  used	  instead	  since	  this	  is	  the	  non-­‐parametric	  equivalent	  of	  the	  
paired-­‐sample	  t-­‐test.	  	  
For	  the	  case	  studies,	  tests	  of	  statistical	  significance	  (such	  as	  paired-­‐sample	  t-­‐tests	  or	  Wilcoxon	  
signed-­‐rank	   tests)	   are	   not	   reported	   since	  with	   very	   small	   sample	   sizes	   it	   is	   inappropriate	   to	  
make	   generalisations	   about	   the	   population	   from	  which	   the	   sample	  was	   drawn.	   	   Effect	   sizes	  
(which	   is	   a	   descriptive	   statistic)	   are	   reported	   for	   both	   the	   Project	   and	   case	   study	   data	   as	   a	  
means	   of	   illustrating	   the	   magnitude	   and	   practical	   importance	   of	   observed	   changes.	  	  
Researchers	   highlight	   the	   importance	   of	   reporting	   effect	   sizes	   and	   the	   potential	   pitfalls	   of	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relying	  on	  statistical	  significance	  alone,	  since	  the	  latter	  is	  directly	  influenced	  by	  the	  sample	  size	  
(Coe,	  2002;	  Hojat	  &	  Xu,	  2004)	  	  This	  means	  that	  although	  the	  effect	  of	  a	  research	  intervention	  
involving	  a	  relatively	  small	  sample	  may	  struggle	  to	  attain	  statistical	  significance,	  the	  size	  of	  that	  
effect	  may	  still	  be	  large	  and	  of	  considerable	  practical	  importance	  in	  the	  context	  of	  that	  sample.	  	  
Conversely,	   where	   large	   samples	   are	   involved,	   even	   very	   small	   effects	   can	   be	   statistically	  
significant	  yet	  have	  little	  or	  no	  practical	  importance.	  	  
Where	  appropriate,	  the	  Cohen’s	  d	  statistic	   is	  reported	  as	  the	  effect-­‐size	  measure	  since	  this	   is	  
commonly	   used	   where	   differences	   in	   the	   effect	   of	   a	   treatment	   or	   intervention	   are	   being	  
considered	   (McGrath	  &	  Meyer,	  2006).	   	   It	   is	   also	   somewhat	  more	   intuitive	   to	   interpret	  when	  
used	   in	   conjunction	   with	   results	   generated	   from	   the	   paired-­‐sample	   t-­‐test.	   	   Cohen’s	   d	   is	   a	  
standardised	  measure	   that	   expresses	   the	   size	   of	   the	   mean	   difference	   (i.e.	   from	   pre-­‐test	   to	  
post-­‐test)	   in	   terms	   of	   standard	   deviations	   and	   directly	   relates	   to	   the	   ‘Z’	   score	   of	   a	   normal	  
distribution.	  	  Hence,	  a	  d	  value	  of	  1	  would	  indicate	  that,	  on	  average,	  teachers’	  post-­‐test	  scores	  
were	  one	  standard	  deviation	  higher	  than	  their	  pre-­‐test	  scores.	  	  The	  ‘rule	  of	  thumb’	  that	  Cohen	  
proposed,	   and	  which	   has	   been	  widely	   adopted	   for	   interpreting	   the	  magnitude	   of	   the	   effect	  
size,	   is	  that	  a	  d	  value	  of	   .2	   is	  a	  small	  effect,	   .5	  a	  moderate	  effect,	  and	  .8	  a	   large	  effect	   (Field,	  
2010;	  Hojat	  &	  Xu,	  2004).	  	  	  
In	  reporting	  results	  derived	  from	  all	  Project	  participants	  for	  which	  it	  was	  necessary	  to	  use	  the	  
Wilcoxon’s	   signed-­‐rank	   test	   because	   of	   violations	   of	   the	   normality	   assumption,	   effect	   size	   is	  
reported	  using	  the	  Pearson’s	  correlation	  coefficient	  r	  rather	  than	  Cohen’s	  d.	  	  Pearson’s	  r	  is	  the	  
most	   commonly	   reported	  effect	   size	  used	   in	   conjunction	  with	   the	  Wilcoxon	   signed-­‐rank	   test	  
and	   is	  easily	  calculated	  from	  the	  Wilcoxon	  ‘z’	  value	  (i.e.	  r	  =	  z/√N).	   	  The	  absolute	  value	  of	  the	  
Pearson’s	   r	   coefficient	   can	   range	   from	   0	   (no	   effect)	   to	   1	   (perfect	   effect),	   with	   negative	   or	  
positive	   values	   indicating	   the	   direction	   of	   the	   relationship.	   	   As	   Field	   (2010)	   points	   out,	  
“[Pearson’s]	  r	  is	  not	  measured	  on	  a	  linear	  scale	  so	  an	  effect	  with	  r	  =	  .6	  isn’t	  twice	  as	  big	  as	  one	  
with	  r	  =	  .3”	  (p.33)	  and	  the	  commonly	  accepted	  interpretation	  is	  that	  an	  r	  value	  of	  .1	  is	  a	  small	  
effect,	  .3	  a	  moderate	  effect	  and	  .5	  a	  large	  effect	  (p.32).	  	  
Classroom	  observations,	  field	  notes	  and	  interviews	  
Checklists	  and	  audio	   recordings	  were	  used	   in	   classroom	  observations	   to	  provide	   information	  
about	  the	  literacy-­‐learning	  environment,	  type	  of	  instruction	  being	  carried	  out	  by	  the	  teacher,	  
and	   the	   language	   of	   instruction	   that	   teachers	   used,	   including	   the	   Literacy	   Practices	   Guide	  
(Konza,	   2012a)	   (Appendix	   G).	   	   Field	   notes,	   recorded	   after	   observation	   sessions,	   provided	  
additional	   information	   including	   ‘hunches’	   that	   the	   Researcher	   wanted	   to	   explore	   and	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information	  provided	  by	   the	   teacher	  before	  or	  after	   the	  classroom	  observations.	   	  Eisenhardt	  
(2002)	   suggests	   that	   field	   notes	   “are	   an	   important	   means	   of	   accomplishing	   this	   overlap”	  
between	   data	   analysis	   and	   data	   collection	   and	   describes	   them	   as	   “an	   on-­‐going	   stream	   of	  
consciousness	   commentary	   about	   what	   is	   happening	   in	   the	   research,	   involving	   both	  
observation	  and	  analysis”	  (p.	  15).	  	  	  
Semi-­‐structured	   interviews,	   or	   guided	   conversations,	   were	   conducted	   with	   the	   teachers	  
regarding	  their	  classroom	  practice	  and	  the	  impact	  of	  the	  professional	  learning	  intervention	  on	  
their	   instructional	   practices.	   	   As	   Bell	   (2005)	   suggested,	   interviews	   have	   the	   advantage	   of	  
allowing	   a	   researcher	   to	   “follow	   up	   ideas,	   probe	   responses	   and	   investigate	   motives	   and	  
feelings”	   (p.	   157).	   	   A	   digital	   voice	   recorder	   was	   used	   and	   digital	   audio	   recordings	   from	  
interviews	   were	   imported	   into	   a	   personal	   computer,	   so	   that	   they	   could	   be	   transcribed	   and	  
analysed.	   	   This	   analysis	   utilised	   the	   grounded	   theory	   approach	   described	   in	   the	   previous	  
section.	  
Analysis	  
Whereas	  case	  study	  and	  grounded	  theory	  approaches	  differ	  in	  their	  explanation	  of	  how	  theory	  
is	   developed,	   they	   share	   similar	   characteristics	   in	   relation	   to	   the	   handling	   of	   data.	   	   Both	  
approaches	   advocate	   the	   ongoing	   exploration	   of	   data	   from	   the	  moment	   it	   is	   first	   collected	  
(Corbin	  &	  Strauss,	   1990;	   Yin,	   2009).	   	   The	  purpose	  of	   analysis	   in	  both	   these	  approaches	   is	   to	  
identify	   concepts	   or	   themes	   present	   or	   absent	   in	   the	   data.	   	   In	   grounded	   theory	   approaches	  
these	  concepts	  form	  the	  basis	  from	  which	  the	  theory	  will	  develop.	  	  Corbin	  and	  Strauss	  (1990)	  
explain	  that	  a	  “concept	  earns	  its	  way	  into	  the	  theory	  by	  repeatedly	  being	  present	  in	  interviews,	  
documents,	  and	  observations	   in	  one	  form	  or	  another-­‐or	  by	  being	  significantly	  absent”	   (p.	  7).	  	  
The	  observations,	   field	  notes	  and	   interviews	  collected	   in	   the	  study	  were	  subject	   to	   repeated	  
reading	  and	  constant	  comparisons	  in	  order	  to	  identify	  emergent	  themes.	  	  	  	  	  
Student	  assessment	  data	  	  
Assessments	  of	  student	  performance	  were	  conducted	  pre-­‐	  and	  post-­‐Project.	  	  The	  assessment	  
tools	  were	  used	  to	  identify	  students	  struggling	  with	  reading	  and	  the	  specific	  learning	  needs	  of	  
these	  target	  students.	  	  The	  tools	  also	  served	  the	  purpose	  of	  monitoring	  student	  progress	  over	  
the	  course	  of	  the	  Project.	  	  In	  addition,	  fine-­‐grained	  monitoring	  was	  achieved	  through	  recording	  
progress	  on	  monitoring	  sheets.	  	  Participating	  teachers	  were	  provided	  with,	  and	  trained	  in	  the	  
use	   of	   the	   assessment	   tools	   which	   included	   the	   Astronaut	   Invented	   Spelling	   Test	   (AIST)	  
(Neilson,	  2003a)	  and	  the	  Sutherland	  Phonological	  Awareness	  Test–Revised	  (SPAT-­‐R)	   (Neilson,	  
2003),	  as	  well	  as	  the	  Educheck	  (Neal,	  1988).	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The	  AIST	  is	  a	  test	  of	  students’	  invented	  spelling,	  a	  strong	  indicator	  of	  phonological	  awareness.	  
In	  particular	  the	  AIST	   investigates	  a	  student’s	  ability	  to	  segment	  phonemes.	   	  The	  AIST,	  which	  
has	   strong	   reliability	   and	   validity	   characteristics,	   uses	   real	   words,	   rather	   than	   non-­‐words	   as	  
used	   in	   other	   tests	   and	   therefore	   is	   a	   realistic	   task	   for	   young	   children.	   	   The	   AIST	   can	   be	  
administered	   to	   groups	   and	   acts	   as	   a	   screener	   for	   identification	   of	   students	   needing	  
intervention.	   Phonetic	   spellings	   are	   marked	   correct	   with	   extra	   points	   gained	   for	   spelling	  
pattern	  knowledge.	  
The	  Sutherland	  Phonological	  Awareness	  Test-­‐Revised	  (SPAT-­‐R:	  Neilson,	  2003)	  is	  an	  individually	  
administered	  standardised	  test	  that	  provides	  a	  diagnostic	  overview	  of	  students’	  phonological	  
awareness	  skills	   (sound	  identification,	  blending,	  segmenting,	  manipulation,	  non-­‐word	  reading	  
and	  spelling)	  necessary	  for	  early	  literacy	  development.	  	  It	  can	  be	  used	  with	  students	  in	  the	  first	  
to	   fourth	  years	  of	  schooling	  and	  alternate	   forms	  are	  available	   for	  pre-­‐	  and	  post-­‐testing.	   	  The	  
Educheck	  was	  developed	  by	  Dagmar	  Neal	   in	  1988	  and	  is	  a	  non-­‐standardised	  assessment	  that	  
gauges	  the	  reader’s	  use	  of	  phonological	  and	  letter	  sound	  knowledge.	  
Analysis	  
Using	  the	  approaches	  described	  for	  the	  analysis	  of	  teacher	  skills,	  knowledge	  and	  self-­‐efficacy,	  
the	  pre-­‐	  and	  post-­‐Project	  data	  for	  student	  assessments	  were	  compared	  to	  determine	  whether	  
there	  were	  improvements	  in	  students’	  decoding	  skills	  over	  the	  course	  of	  the	  Project.	  	  Data	  are	  
reported	   on	   all	   students	   involved	   in	   the	   project	   by	   school,	   and	   for	   each	   of	   the	   case	   study	  
teachers’	   focus	  students.	   	  As	  described	  earlier,	  where	   inferential	  statistics	  are	  appropriate	  to	  
compare	   changes	   from	  pre-­‐	   to	   post-­‐Project	   but	   the	   assumption	  of	   normality	   is	   violated,	   the	  
Wilcoxon	   signed-­‐rank	   test	   (the	   non-­‐parametric	   equivalent	   of	   the	   paired-­‐sample	   t-­‐test)	   has	  
been	  used	  to	  determine	  statistical	  significance	  and	  Pearson’s	  r	   is	  reported	  for	  the	  effect	  size.	  	  
When	  reporting	  on	  small	  numbers	  of	  students	  for	  each	  of	  the	  case	  study	  teachers,	  inferential	  
statistics	  have	  not	  been	  applied	  but	  effect	  sizes	  are	  reported	  using	  Pearson’s	  r.	  
3.6. Validity,	  Reliability,	  Generalisability	  and	  Ethics	  
In	   establishing	   the	   value	   of	   any	   research	   in	   contributing	   to	   society’s	   knowledge	   base	   it	   is	  
important	  that	  the	  researcher	  establish	  why	  the	  reader	  should	  have	  confidence	  in	  the	  findings	  
that	  are	  presented.	  	  The	  present	  study	  used	  a	  multiple-­‐case	  study	  design	  as	  findings	  from	  this	  
type	  of	  study	  are	  generally	  considered	  more	  compelling	  and	  robust.	   	  Yin	  (2009)	  also	  suggests	  
that	  “case	  study	  designs	  need	  to	  maximize	  their	  quality	  through	  four	  critical	  conditions	  related	  
to	   design	   quality:	   (a)	   construct	   validity,	   (b)	   internal	   validity,	   (c)	   external	   validity,	   and	   (d)	  
reliability”	  (p.	  24).	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While	   terms	   like	   validity,	   reliability	   and	   generalisabilty	   were	   traditionally	   only	   applied	   to	  
quantitative	   research,	   as	   the	   value	   of	   qualitative	   research	   became	   more	   widely	   accepted,	  
procedures	   for	   addressing	   these	   issues	   in	   qualitative	   research	   have	   been	   developed	   (Mills,	  
2007).	   	   Despite	   this,	   there	   are	   distinct	   differences	   in	   the	   connotations	   and	   relationships	   of	  
validity,	  reliability	  and	  generalisability	   in	  qualitative	  and	  quantitative	  research.	   	  The	  following	  
sections	  explore	   these	   issues	  and	  outline	  how	  the	  Researcher	  ensured	   the	  validity,	   reliability	  
and	  generalisabilty	  of	  the	  findings.	  	  	  
In	   addition,	   ethical	   considerations	  are	  of	  paramount	   importance	   in	   a	   study	  of	  people	   in	   real	  
contexts	  and	  Yin	  (2009)	  suggests	  that	  the	  researcher	  is	  obligated	  to	  conduct	  “ethical	  practices	  
akin	   to	   those	   followed	   in	   medical	   research”	   (p.	   73).	   	   As	   such,	   ethical	   concerns	   and	   the	  
processes	  that	  were	  employed	  to	  address	  them,	  are	  explained.	  	  	  
Validity	  
In	   quantitative	   studies,	   validity	   relates	   to	   whether	   a	   test	   measures	   what	   it	   is	   supposed	   to	  
measure	  (R.	  B.	  Burns,	  2000);	  however,	  in	  qualitative	  studies,	  validity	  is	  judged	  on	  whether	  the	  
research	   has	   trustworthiness,	   authenticity	   and	   credibility	   (Creswell,	   2005).	   	   The	   validity	   of	  
qualitative	   studies	   has	   been	   criticized	   for	   the	   subjective	   nature	   of	   the	   data	   collection,	   but	  
Creswell	   (2009)	   contests	   this,	   suggesting	   that	   validity	   “is	   one	   of	   the	   strengths	   of	   qualitative	  
research”	  (p.	  191).	  	  He	  recommends	  a	  number	  of	  strategies	  to	  ensure	  the	  validity	  of	  qualitative	  
studies	  including:	  (a)	  the	  use	  of	  triangulation,	  comparing	  different	  data	  sources	  for	  evidence	  of	  
converging	  themes,	   (b)	  participant	  checking,	  having	  participants	  review	  the	  report	  or	  specific	  
aspects	   of	   it	   for	   accuracy,	   (c)	   the	   use	   of	   rich,	   thick	   descriptions	   so	   that	   the	   description	   is	  
realistic	  to	  the	  reader	  and	  immerses	  them	  in	  the	  setting,	  (d)	  clarifying	  the	  researcher’s	  bias	  by	  
providing	   the	   reader	  with	   details	   of	   the	   researcher’s	   background	   and	   professional	   interests,	  
and	  (e)	  prolonged	  time	  in	  the	  field	  (p.	  192).	  	  
Yin	   (2009)	   also	   recommends	   a	   number	   of	   approaches	   to	   ensuring	   the	   validity	   of	   case	   study	  
research	  and	  considers	  construct,	  internal	  and	  external	  forms	  of	  validity.	  	  
Construct	  validity	  
Construct	   validity	   requires	   the	   researcher	   to	   select	   the	   correct	   operational	  measure	   for	   the	  
concepts	   to	  be	  studied	  and	  Yin	   (2009)	   recommends	   the	  use	  of	  multiple	  sources	  of	  evidence,	  
establishing	  a	  chain	  of	  evidence	  and	  having	  key	  informants	  review	  draft	  case	  study	  reports.	  	  As	  
already	  outlined,	  a	  range	  of	  sources	  was	  used	  to	  provide	  evidence	  in	  the	  proposed	  study	  and	  
findings	  were	  confirmed	  through	  the	  triangulation	  of	  these	  data	  (Merriam,	  1998).	  	  Establishing	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a	  chain	  of	  evidence	  contributes	  to	  both	  the	  construct	  validity	  and	  the	  reliability	  of	  a	  study	  as	  it	  
enables	   the	   reader	   to	   follow	   the	   investigative	  process	   from	   the	   research	  questions,	   through	  
the	  various	  stages	  of	  data	  collection	  to	  the	  conclusion,	  and	  to	  follow	  this	  chain	  in	  reverse.	  	  Yin	  
(2009)	  compares	  this	  to	  forensic	  information	  in	  a	  criminal	  case	  where	  evidence	  is	  meticulously	  
gathered	   and	   recorded	   so	   that	   the	   facts	   of	   the	   case	   are	   available	   to	   anyone	   reviewing	   it.	  	  
Figure	  3.3	  provides	  an	  overview	  of	  the	  data	  collection	  for	  the	  study	  and	  a	  framework	  on	  which	  
to	  present	  the	  information.	  	  The	  final	  element	  of	  construct	  validity	  is	  having	  key	  informants	  in	  
the	  study	  review	  the	  relevant	  sections	  of	  the	  report	  to	  verify	  their	  accuracy.	  	  This	  process	  was	  
undertaken	  during	  Phases	  2,	  3	  and	  4	  of	  the	  data	  collection	  process	  (see	  Figure	  3.3).	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Internal	  validity	  
In	  the	  search	  for	  causal	  relationships,	  whereby	  certain	  conditions	  are	  believed	  to	  lead	  to	  other	  
conditions,	  the	  internal	  validity	  of	  a	  case	  study	  hinges	  on	  how	  well	  the	  researcher	  captures	  the	  
“holistic	   and	   meaningful	   characteristics	   of	   real-­‐life	   events”	   (Yin,	   2009,	   p.	   4).	   	   A	   number	   of	  
strategies	   are	   recommended	   (Creswell,	   2009;	   Yin,	   2009)	   to	   ensure	   the	   internal	   validity	   of	   a	  
study.	   	   Pattern-­‐matching	   logic	   is	   an	   approach	   to	   data	   analysis	   that	   compares	   predicted	  
outcomes	  with	  actual	  outcomes	   to	  determine	   if	   the	  patterns	  coincide.	   	   In	  previous	   research,	  
teachers’	  beliefs	  and	  PCK	  have	  been	  shown	  to	  impact	  on	  their	  practice	  and	  student	  outcomes;	  
therefore,	   the	  Researcher	   explored	   the	  data	   to	  determine	   if	   this	   pattern	  was	  present	   in	   the	  
current	   study.	   	   Another	   form	  of	   pattern	  matching	   is	   explanation	  building,	  whereby	   the	   case	  
study	  data	  are	  analysed	  by	  building	  an	  explanation	  of	  the	  causal	  links.	  	  	  
Yin	   (2009)	   suggests	   that	   this	   is	   likely	   to	   be	   an	   iterative	   process	   involving	   making	   an	   initial	  
theoretical	   statement	   followed	   by	   a	   comparison	   between	   this	   and	   the	   findings	   of	   an	   initial	  
case,	  revision	  of	  the	  statement,	  comparison	  to	  other	  case	  details	  and,	  finally,	  comparisons	  to	  
the	  facts	  of	  subsequent	  case	  studies.	  	  This	  was	  accomplished	  in	  the	  current	  study	  by	  a	  detailed	  
writing	   up	   of	   case	   information	   in	   order	   to	   generate	   explanations	   of	   teachers’	   classroom	  
practices,	  beliefs	  and	  PCK.	  	  This	  narrative	  text	  included	  rich,	  thick	  description	  as	  recommended	  
by	   Creswell	   (2009)	   to	   establish	   internal	   validity.	   	   Specific	   procedures	   for	   coding	   these	  
narratives	  were	  used	  and,	   to	  ensure	  that	  coding	  remained	  consistent,	  codes	  were	  constantly	  
compared	  to	  the	  data.	  	  	  
A	   further	  element	  of	   this	  process	  was	   to	   identify	  and	   rule	  out	   rival	  explanations.	   	  Yin	   (2009)	  
also	  recommends	  the	  use	  of	  logic	  models,	  which	  set	  out	  a	  sequence	  of	  theoretically	  predicted	  
events	  that	  the	  researcher	  compares	  to	  the	  empirically	  observed	  sequence	  of	  events	  as	  a	  way	  
of	   determining	   how	  well	   the	   theory	   is	   supported	   by	   the	   data.	   	   Two	   additional	   elements	   for	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establishing	   the	   internal	   validity	   of	   qualitative	   research	   identified	   by	   Creswell	   (2009)	   are	   to	  
clarify	  researcher	  bias	  and	  spend	  a	  prolonged	  time	  in	  the	  field.	   	   In	  terms	  of	  time	  in	  the	  field,	  
the	  Researcher	  was	  involved	  with	  the	  participants	  for	  18	  months,	   initially	  in	  the	  capacity	  of	  a	  
researcher	  on	  the	  professional	  intervention	  Project	  and,	  in	  the	  final	  stages	  of	  the	  Project,	  as	  a	  
doctoral	  student.	  	  This	  adds	  another	  dimension	  to	  the	  potential	  bias	  that	  the	  Researcher	  may	  
bring	  to	  her	   interpretation	  of	  the	  research	  findings.	   	  Not	  only	  must	  the	  Researcher	  recognise	  
the	   potential	   bias	   that	   her	   epistemological	   beliefs	   and	   values	   system	   could	   bring	   to	   the	  
interpretation	   of	   the	   research	   findings	   but	   also	   her	   investment	   in	   the	   professional	   learning	  
intervention.	   	   For	   this	   Researcher,	   there	   was	   the	   need	   to	   be	   aware	   that	   her	   experience	   of	  
working	   with	   children	   who	   have	   learning	   difficulties	   and	   disabilities	   could	   influence	   her	  
interpretation	  of	  the	  research	  findings.	  	  The	  Researcher	  needed	  to	  set	  aside	  any	  preconceived	  
ideas	  of	  how	  classroom	  teachers	  should	  engage	  with	  the	  task	  of	  teaching	  reading.	  	  Further,	  the	  
Researcher	   had	   to	   isolate	   her	   analysis	   of	   the	   impact	   of	   the	   program	   from	  what	   her	   beliefs	  
about	  what	  the	  program	  should	  achieve.	  	  	  
External	  validity	  	  
External	  validity	   requires	  defining	   the	  domain	   to	  which	  a	   study’s	   findings	  can	  be	  generalised	  
and	   is	   generally	   considered	   to	   be	   limited	   in	   qualitative	   research.	   	   As	   already	   discussed,	  
Creswell	   (2009)	   suggests	   that	   “the	   value	   of	   qualitative	   research	   lies	   in	   the	   particular	  
description	   and	   themes	   developed	   in	   context	   of	   a	   specific	   site”	   (p.	   193).	   	   Yin	   (2009)	   and	  
Flyvberg	   (2006)	   contest	   this,	   suggesting	   that	  while	   case	   studies	  may	  not	   be	   generalisable	   to	  
populations	   and	   universes,	   they	   are	   generalisable	   to	   theoretical	   positions.	   	   Qualitative	  
research	   is	  generally	  characterised	  by	  the	  development	  of	  theory	  from	  the	  research	  findings,	  
with	  findings	  being	  shaped	  by	  the	  writing	  process	  (Hatch,	  2002).	  	  However,	  as	  Yin	  (2009)	  notes,	  
the	   difference	   between	   case	   studies	   and	   other	   related	   methods	   of	   inquiry	   is	   that,	   in	   case	  
studies	  “theory	  development	  as	  part	  of	  the	  design	  phase	  is	  essential,	  whether	  the	  ensuing	  case	  
study’s	  purpose	  is	  to	  develop	  or	  test	  theory”	  (p.	  35).	  	  Further,	  Yin	  highlights	  the	  significance	  of	  
theory	  in	  case	  study	  design	  stating	  that	  “theory	  development	  does	  not	  only	  facilitate	  the	  data	  
collection	  phase	  …	  appropriately	  developed	  theory	  also	  is	  the	  level	  at	  which	  the	  generalization	  
of	  the	  case	  study	  results	  will	  occur”	  (p.	  38).	  	  	  
Achieving	  this	  generalisabilty	  requires	  that	  the	  Researcher	  follow	  a	  number	  of	  the	  procedures	  
already	   outlined	   to	   ensure	   a	  well	   conducted	   case	   study	   and	   thorough	   data	   analysis.	   	   This	   is	  
further	  supported	  by	  the	  use	  of	  multiple	  case	  studies	  as	  occurred	  in	  the	  current	  research.	  	  In	  a	  
case-­‐comparison	  method	  the	  explanations	   from	  each	  case	  are	   taken	  and	  compared	  with	   the	  
explanations	   from	   the	   other	   cases.	   The	   use	   of	   replication	   logic	   contributes	   to	   the	   external	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validity	  of	  the	  study	  (Yin,	  2009)	  as	  the	  theory	   is	  tested	  by	  replicating	  the	  findings	   in	  different	  
settings.	  	  	  
Reliability	  	  
Reliability,	  as	   it	  pertains	  to	  case	  study	  research,	  refers	  to	  the	  dependability	  or	  consistency	  of	  
the	   results	   (Lincoln	  &	  Guba,	   2002)	   and	   Yin	   (2009)	   suggests	   that	   reliability	   is	   established	   “by	  
demonstrating	  that	  the	  operations	  of	  a	  study	  –	  such	  as	  the	  data	  collection	  procedures	  –	  can	  be	  
repeated,	  with	  the	  same	  results”	  (p.	  40).	  	  To	  this	  end,	  Yin	  (2009)	  recommends	  the	  use	  of	  a	  case	  
study	  protocol	  and	  the	  development	  of	  a	  study	  database.	  	  The	  case	  study	  protocol	  sets	  out	  the	  
key	  phases	  of	  the	  study	  and	  the	  procedures	  that	  will	  be	  undertaken	  at	  each	  of	  these	  phases.	  	  
The	  database	  contains	  all	  of	  the	  documents	  collected	  during	  the	  study	  organised	  in	  a	  manner	  
that	  makes	   them	  accessible	   for	   later	   inspection.	   	   Eisenhardt	   (2002)	   concurs,	   suggesting	   that	  
researchers	   should	   “fully	   display	   the	   evidence	   and	   procedures	   when	   the	   findings	   are	  
published,	  so	   that	   readers	  may	  apply	   their	  own	  standards”	   (p.	  24).	   	   In	  addition,	  a	   researcher	  
should	  provide	  full	  disclosure	  of	  personal	  beliefs	  and	  experiences	  that	  may	  influence	  how	  they	  
present	  and	  interpret	  the	  data.	  	  	  
Ethics	  
The	  nature	  of	  case	  study	  research	  creates	  a	  unique	  relationship	  between	  the	  researcher	  and	  
the	  participants.	   	  Researchers	  are	   interested	   in	  participants’	  personal	  stories	  and	  therefore	  a	  
high	   standard	   of	   ethical	   conduct	   is	   required.	   	   Stake	   (2005)	   suggests	   that	   “something	   of	   a	  
contract	  exists	  between	   researcher	  and	   the	   researched”	   (p.	  447)	  and	  as	   such	   the	   researcher	  
should	  be	  respectful	  of	  the	  participants	  and	  follow	  a	  strict	  code	  of	  ethics.	  	  This	  Researcher	  was	  
careful	  to	  address	  concerns	  such	  as	  privacy,	  informed	  consent	  and	  anonymity	  as	  well	  as	  being	  
mindful	  of	  minimising	  disruption	  to	  the	  physical	  setting	  and	  to	  the	  teachers’	  work.	  	  Respect	  for	  
the	   participants	   was	   also	   crucial	   and	   therefore	   the	   Researcher	   involved	   the	   participant	   in	  
checking	   the	   accuracy	   of	   the	   reporting,	   attempting	   to	   anticipate	   any	   repercussions	   of	   the	  
research,	  and	  ensuring	  results	  did	  not	  advantage	  one	  group	  over	  another	  (Creswell,	  2009).	  	  A	  
further	  consideration	   is	   reciprocity,	   that	   is,	   in	  what	  ways	  do	  the	  participants	  benefit?	   	   In	  this	  
study	  the	  Researcher	  ‘paid	  back’	  the	  time	  that	  the	  teachers	  gave	  to	  individual	  interviews	  and	  
completing	   surveys	   by	   volunteering	   her	   time	   to	   support	   classroom	   instruction	   as	   well	   as	  
providing	  resources	  the	  teachers	  requested.	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Anonymity	  and	  confidentiality	  	  
No	  teacher,	  school	  or	  student	  was	  identified	  in	  any	  research	  reports	  and	  audio	  data	  collected	  
were	  coded	  so	  that	  only	  the	  Researcher	  is	  aware	  of	  the	  participant’s	  identity.	  	  As	  per	  university	  
requirements,	   all	   research	   data	   are	   confidential	   and	   transcripts,	   observational	   notes	   and	  
electronic	   files	   are	   stored	   securely	   and	   will	   be	   destroyed	   no	   earlier	   than	   five	   years	   after	  
publication	   of	   papers	   based	   of	   this	   study	   in	   the	   case	   of	   the	   teacher	   data;	   and	   until	   the	  
participants	  are	  25	  years	  old	  for	  the	  student	  data.	  	  
Informed	  consent	  	  
Informed	  consent	  is	  based	  on	  participants	  having	  a	  clear	  understanding	  of	  the	  purpose	  of	  the	  
research	  and	  their	  role	   in	  this	  research.	   	  To	  ensure	  that	  this	  was	  the	  case	  for	  all	  participants,	  
separate	  letters	  were	  sent	  to	  principals,	  teachers,	  parents	  and	  students	  informing	  them	  of	  the	  
type	  of	  data	  to	  be	  collected,	  analysed,	  and	  reported,	  as	  well	  as	  of	  the	  potential	  uses	  of	  these	  
data.	  	  These	  letters	  also	  outlined	  the	  management	  of	  potential	  risks	  such	  as	  the	  need	  to	  erase	  
audio	   files	   if	   these	   contain	  material	   that	   the	   teacher	   is	   uncomfortable	   having	   on	   record.	   	   In	  
addition,	  the	  Researcher	  contacted	  participants	  by	  email	  to	  outline	  the	  focus	  of	  the	  study,	  the	  
types	   of	   observations	   the	   Researcher	   would	   be	   undertaking	   and	   the	   involvement	   of	   the	  
participants.	   	   This	   involvement	   included	  both	   time	  commitment	  and	   supplying	  artefacts	   that	  
the	  Researcher	  requested	  such	  as	  planning	  documents	  and	  student	  work	  samples.	  
Withdrawal	  rights	  	  
Consent	   letters	  contained	  the	   following	  paragraph	  so	  that	  participants	  were	  aware	  that	   they	  
could	  choose	  not	  to	  participate	  in	  the	  study.	  	  	  
Participation	  in	  this	  project	  is	  voluntary.	  Refusal	  to	  give	  your	  consent	  to	  be	  a	  
participant	  in	  this	  study	  will	  be	  respected,	  no	  explanation	  or	  justification	  
would	  be	  required	  and	  this	  decision	  will	  not	  disadvantage	  you	  or	  involve	  
any	  penalty.	  	  If	  you	  choose	  to	  participate	  in	  this	  research	  project	  you	  are	  
free	  to	  withdraw	  from	  further	  participation	  at	  any	  time	  without	  giving	  a	  
reason	  and	  with	  no	  negative	  consequences.	  
Participants	  who	  chose	  to	  withdraw	  from	  the	  research	  were	  asked	  whether	  their	  withdrawal	  
meant	  that	  any	  existing	  observation	  and	  interview	  data	  could	  be	  used,	  or	  whether	  they	  would	  
like	  to	  completely	  withdraw	  any	  data	  involving	  or	  depicting	  them	  from	  the	  study.	  	  
3.7. Summary	  
The	  methodology	  employed	   in	   this	   study	  sought	   to	  gather	  data	   from	  a	   range	  of	   sources	  and	  
incorporated	  both	  quantitative	  and	  qualitative	  measures.	  	  A	  case	  study	  approach	  was	  utilised	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as	  this	  enabled	  the	  Researcher	  to	  explore	  in	  detail	  the	  factors	  that	  impacted	  on	  the	  teacher’s	  
PCK	  and	  practice.	  	  Creswell	  (2009)	  notes	  the	  importance	  of	  the	  context	  in	  which	  a	  study	  takes	  
place	  when	  exploring	  the	  data	  and,	  as	  such,	  the	  following	  chapter	  discusses	  the	  multi-­‐school	  








The	  case	  studies	  presented	  in	  this	  thesis	  were	  drawn	  from	  a	  larger	  multi-­‐school	  collaborative	  
project,	  referred	  to	  as	  the	  Project.	  	  This	  chapter	  discusses	  the	  development	  of	  the	  Project	  and	  
presents	  data	   that	  were	  collected	  on	   the	  outcomes	   for	  all	  of	   the	   teachers	  and	  students	  who	  
were	   part	   of	   the	   Project.	   	   This	   includes	   the	   case	   study	   teachers	   and	   their	   students	   and,	  
therefore,	  this	  chapter	  provides	  contextual	  information	  that	  is	  useful	  when	  examining	  how	  the	  
six	  case	  study	  subjects	  responded	  to	  the	  professional	  learning	  in	  the	  Project.	  	  Key	  Findings	  for	  
the	  Project	  are	   reported	  at	   relevant	  points	   in	   this	   section,	  and	  relate	   to	  Key	  Findings	   for	   the	  
case	  study	  subjects	  in	  the	  cross-­‐case	  analysis.	  	  
4.1. Project	  Development	  
The	   larger	   Project	   developed	   from	  meetings	   between	   senior	   Department	   of	   Education	   staff	  
and	  University	  Academics.	  	  The	  discussions	  centred	  on	  the	  NAPLAN	  results	  of	  the	  participating	  
schools,	  which	  revealed	  that	  some	  students	  were	  not	  acquiring	  appropriate	  reading	  skills.	  	  As	  a	  
result	   of	   these	   discussions	   it	   was	   decided	   that	   a	   collaborative	   project,	   which	   embedded	  
professional	   learning	   sessions	   in	   the	   school	   timetables,	   would	   be	   the	   best	   approach.	   	   The	  
emphasis	   on	   the	   collaborative	   nature	   of	   this	   process	   originated	   in	   Fullan,	   Hill	   and	   Crévola’s	  
(2006)	  assertion	  that	  powerful	   learning	  can	  result	   from	  building	  relationships	  among	  clusters	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of	  schools.	   	  Sessions	  that	  combined	  participants	  from	  all	  schools	  involved	  in	  the	  Project	  were	  
envisaged	   to	   encourage	   greater	   collaboration	   and	   sharing	   of	   knowledge	   between	   teachers	  
within	  schools	  and	  across	  the	  schools	  in	  that	  region.	  	  	  
Year	   2	   students	   and	   their	   teachers	   were	   targeted	   for	   this	   Project	   as	   differences	   in	   reading	  
achievement	  become	  more	  evident	  in	  Year	  2	  (D	  Carnine,	  1982),	  and	  intervention	  at	  this	  stage	  
requires	   a	   more	   individualised	   approach	   that	   classroom	   teachers	   perceive	   as	   challenging	  
(Ashman	  &	  Elkins,	  2009).	  	  The	  Project	  was	  planned	  around	  the	  involvement	  of	  Year	  2	  teachers,	  
principals,	   deputies	   and	   specialist	   teachers	   from	   five	   schools;	   however,	   just	   prior	   to	  
implementation,	  senior	  regional	  personnel	  requested	  that	  five	  more	  schools	  be	  included	  in	  the	  
Project.	   	  Thus	  the	  number	  of	  participants	  at	  the	  start	  of	  the	  project	  was	  60,	  with	  49	  of	  these	  
being	  Year	  2	  teachers.	  
4.2. Project	  Aims	  
The	  Project	  sought	  to	  improve	  the	  PCK	  of	  teachers	  within	  a	  cluster	  of	  schools	  in	  a	  metropolitan	  
area.	   This	   aim	   was	   based	   on	   literature	   that	   highlights	   the	   significant	   impact	   a	   teacher’s	  
knowledge	  has	  on	  classroom	  practice	  (Hill	  et	  al.,	  2005;	  L.	  S	  Shulman,	  1986)	  and	  the	  subsequent	  
impact	  this	  has	  on	  student	  performance	  (Budin,	  Mather,	  &	  Cheesman,	  2010;	  Piasta	  &	  Wagner,	  
2010).	  	  	  
In	   the	   state	  where	   the	  Project	  was	  conducted,	  a	   commercially	  available	  program,	  First	   Steps	  
(Annandale	   et	   al.,	   2004),	  was	   promoted	   through	   the	   Education	  Department	   as	   the	   basis	   for	  
literacy	  instruction	  in	  the	  state’s	  primary	  schools,	  and	  was	  supported	  by	  extensive	  professional	  
learning.	   	  This	  program	  provides	  teachers	  with	  information	  on	  the	  different	  stages	  of	  reading	  
development,	   identifies	   the	   different	   roles	   of	   the	   reader	   and	   includes	   strategies	   to	   teach	  
reading	  skills	  such	  as	  developing	  fluency	  (Annandale	  et	  al.,	  2004).	  	  A	  recent	  review	  of	  literacy	  
interventions	  was	  not	  able	  to	  locate	  any	  assessments	  of	  the	  impact	  or	  cost	  effectiveness	  of	  this	  
program	   (Australian	   Council	   for	   Educational	   Research,	   2013).	   	   When	   compared	   to	   the	  
characteristics	   of	   effective	   reading	   instruction,	   that	   is,	   explicit	   instruction	   in	   phonics,	   letter-­‐
sound	  knowledge,	   vocabulary,	   fluency,	   and	   comprehension	   (Adams,	  1990;	  Archer	  &	  Hughes,	  
2011;	   Biemiller,	   1994;	   Chall,	   1983;	   Louden	   et	   al.,	   2008;	   Rose,	   2009;	   B.	   V	   Rosenshine,	   2012),	  
First	   Steps	   lacks	   a	   number	   of	   key	   components.	   	   However,	   Abrahamson	   (2004)	   criticises	   the	  
tendency	   to	   assume	   that	   there	   is	   no	   value	   in	   existing	   systems	   and	   that	   these	   need	   to	   be	  
replaced	   with	   an	   entirely	   new	   approach.	   	   The	   aim	   of	   the	   Project	   was	   to	   value-­‐add	   to	   this	  
program,	   acknowledging	   the	   schools’	   long-­‐term	   investment	   in	   it,	   and	   the	   resources	   it	  
contained,	  but	  also	  providing	  teachers	  with	  the	  knowledge	  and	  skills	  to	  identify	  and	  cater	  for	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those	   students	   who	   needed	   more	   explicit	   and	   sequenced	   instruction	   in	   the	   letter-­‐sound	  
relationships	  that	  underpin	  early	  reading	  acquisition.	  	  	  
The	  Project	  was	  designed	  with	  two	  key	  objectives	  in	  mind:	  first,	  to	  improve	  teachers’	  PCK	  and	  
self-­‐efficacy	  in	  teaching	  reading;	  and,	  second,	  as	  a	  consequence	  of	  enhanced	  PCK,	  to	  improve	  
the	   reading	   skills	   of	   ‘at	   risk’	   children.	   	   The	   second	   objective	   was	   addressed	   through	   three	  
stages:	  
• The	  identification	  of	  students	  not	  achieving	  key	  reading	  milestones	  through	  the	  use	  of	  
standardised	  assessment	  tools.	  	  
• The	  use	  of	  this	  assessment	  data	  to	  plan	  and	  implement	  targeted	  strategies	  to	  address	  
individual	  areas	  of	  need.	  
• Ongoing	  monitoring	  of	  student	  progress	  to	  facilitate	  adjustments	  in	  programming	  and	  
instruction.	  	  
These	   objectives	   were	   to	   be	   achieved	   simultaneously	   though	   a	   three	   phase	   participatory	  
action	  research	  model	  (see	  Table	  4.1).	  	  	  
4.3. Project	  Model	  	  
The	  professional	   learning	  structure	  of	  the	  Project	  was	  informed	  by	  the	  literature	  on	  effective	  
professional	   learning	   (Fullan	   et	   al.,	   2006)	   and	   commenced	  with	   an	   initial	   full-­‐day	   session	   in	  
which	  participants	  were	  introduced	  to	  the	  Project	  and	  provided	  with	  information	  on	  effective	  
practice	  for	  children	  with	  reading	  difficulties.	  	  This	  included	  the	  Big	  Six	  Framework,	  a	  synthesis	  
of	  the	  research	  on	  the	  reading	  process	  identifying	  the	  six	  major	  components	  required	  for	  the	  
effective	  acquisition	  of	  reading	  skills	  (Konza,	  2010b).	  	  The	  second	  session	  occurred	  a	  week	  later	  
after	   school	   hours	   and	   provided	   the	   participants	   with	   training	   in	   how	   to	   use	   fine	   grained	  
assessment	  tools	  to	  identify	  the	  specific	  reading	  difficulties	  students	  were	  experiencing.	  	  	  
Initially,	   separate	   monthly	   ‘expert	   sessions’	   had	   been	   planned	   with	   each	   school’s	   literacy	  
facilitator	  (see	  Appendix	  H	  for	  Project	  plan).	  	  In	  these	  sessions,	  research-­‐based	  approaches	  to	  
reading	   instruction	   for	   children	   not	   attaining	   the	   milestones	   and	   ways	   to	   integrate	   these	  
approaches	  with	  existing	   strategies	  would	  be	  discussed	  with	   the	   five	  key	   literacy	   facilitators.	  	  
These	  school-­‐based	  personnel	  would	  then	  deliver	  the	  material	  to	  the	  teachers	  involved	  at	  their	  
individual	  schools.	  	  This	  was	  to	  be	  followed	  by	  workshops	  for	  all	  teachers	  involved,	  who	  would	  
come	   with	   some	   familiarity	   with	   the	   material,	   and	   prepared	   for	   follow-­‐up	   activities.	   	   It	  
eventuated	  that,	  with	  the	  addition	  of	  five	  extra	  schools,	  and	  notwithstanding	  information	  that	  
had	  been	  supplied,	  not	  all	   schools	  had	   literacy	   support	   staff	   involved	   in	   the	  Project,	  and	   the	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best	  way	  to	  ensure	  that	  all	  participants	  received	  accurate	  information	  was	  to	  combine	  the	  two	  
sessions	  and	  conduct	  the	  workshops	  with	  the	  whole	  group.	  The	  need	  to	  change	  the	  model	  for	  
professional	   learning	   to	   accommodate	   schools	   without	   literacy	   support	   teachers	   had	  
ramifications	  for	  the	  way	  in	  which	  material	  was	  delivered,	  with	  all	  workshops	  now	  needing	  to	  
accommodate	  over	  50	  participants	  (Konza,	  Fried,	  Michael,	  &	  Main,	  2011).	  	  	  
Table	  4.1.	  Overview	  of	  the	  Project	  Phases	  
Initial	  Phases	   Action	  Phases	   Final	  Phases	  
Session	  1	  
Introduction	  
to	  the	  Project	  
and	  The	  Big	  
Six	  
Session	  2	  








Designing	   an	  
Intervention	  
Session	  5	  










The	   late	  addition	  of	  five	  schools	  also	  changed	  the	   level	  of	  support	  available	  to	  the	  schools	   in	  
the	  Project.	   	   Literacy	   coaching	  was	   seen	  as	  an	   integral	  part	  of	   the	  Project	  as	   it	  provided	   the	  
opportunity	   to	   build	   relationships	  within	   the	   schools	   (Hathaway,	   2009)	   and	   it	   has	   also	   been	  
shown	  to	  increase	  the	  effectiveness	  of	  professional	  learning	  and	  teacher	  practice	  (Neuman	  &	  
Cunningham,	  2009).	  	  Carlisle,	  Cortina	  and	  Katz	  (2011)	  argue	  that	  effective	  reading	  professional	  
learning	   incorporates	   literacy	   coaching	   to	   support	   teachers	   to	   enact	   their	   learning	   into	  
classroom	  practice.	   	   This	   coaching	   provides	   teachers	  with	   the	   opportunity	   to	   view	   someone	  
else	   delivering	   the	   advocated	   instructional	   processes	   and	   to	   discuss	   this	   approach	   with	  
someone	  who	   has	   demonstrated	   competence.	   	   The	   university	   researchers	  were	   not	   able	   to	  
visit	  all	   schools	  on	  a	   regular	  basis	   to	  provide	  support	  and	  modelling	  as	  originally	  planned,	  so	  
they	   made	   themselves	   available	   to	   visit	   schools	   and	   tailor	   support	   to	   individual	   needs	   on	  
request.	  	  Of	  the	  10	  schools,	  six	  chose	  to	  use	  the	  individual	  support	  sessions	  to	  varying	  degrees.	  
This	   ranged	   from	   delivering	   one-­‐off	   workshops,	   a	   single	   visit	   to	   discuss	   student	   assessment	  
data,	   to	  a	   series	  of	  visits	  over	  an	  extended	  period	   for	   the	  case	  study	   teachers.	   	  Many	  of	   the	  
teachers	   involved	   in	   the	   broader	   study	   made	   no	   requests	   for	   support	   of	   any	   kind.	   	   The	  
experience	  of	  the	  research	  team	  was	  that	  many	  of	  the	  suggested	  strategies	  are	  initially	  difficult	  
to	   implement	  when	  unfamiliar	  with	  them,	  and	  the	  lack	  of	  requests	  for	  support	  unfortunately	  
suggested	   that	   few	   were	   even	   being	   attempted.	   	   In	   most	   cases,	   follow-­‐up	   emails	   and	  
telephone	  calls	   from	   the	  Project	   team	   failed	   to	  elicit	   responses.	   	   This	  was	  perhaps	   the	  most	  
serious	   consequence	   of	   doubling	   the	   numbers	   involved,	   and	   reflected	   a	   lack	   of	   ‘buy-­‐in’	   for	  
those	  schools	  that	  were	  directed	  with	  little	  notice	  to	  join	  the	  project.	  	  There	  appeared	  to	  be	  a	  
level	  of	  disengagement	  on	  the	  part	  of	  some	  participants,	  which	  the	  research	  team	  was	  unable	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to	  breach.	  	  In	  addition,	  a	  difference	  in	  philosophical	  beliefs	  about	  reading	  instruction	  led	  one	  of	  
the	  schools	  that	  joined	  shortly	  before	  commencement,	  to	  withdraw	  from	  the	  Project.	  	  	  
Another	   factor	   in	   the	   implementation	  of	   the	  Project	   that	  warrants	  mention	   is	   the	   change	  of	  
leadership	  that	  occurred	  shortly	  after	  the	   initial	  phase	  of	  the	  Project.	   	  One	  of	  the	  key	  drivers	  
from	   the	   Education	   Department	   retired,	   while	   another	   accepted	   a	   promotion	   to	   a	   regional	  
school	   and	   was	   no	   longer	   involved	   in	   the	   Project.	   	   Another	   Departmental	   member	  
subsequently	   moved	   into	   the	   role	   and	   attended	   several	   of	   the	   sessions,	   but	   had	   not	   been	  
involved	  in	  the	  Project’s	  early	  development	  and	  was	  understandably	  not	  as	  strongly	  connected	  
to	  it.	  	  Thus	  much	  of	  the	  energy	  and	  momentum	  from	  the	  school	  sector	  that	  led	  to	  the	  initiation	  
of	   the	   Project	   dissipated.	   	   Without	   strong	   and	   overt	   system	   leadership,	   it	   was	   difficult	   to	  
maintain	  the	  engagement	  of	  some	  schools,	  particularly	  those	  that	  had	  been	  ‘drafted‘	  and	  were	  
not	  part	  of	  the	  early	  discussions	  and	  orientation	  to	  the	  Project’s	  aims.	   	  By	  the	  time	  that	  final	  
data	  collection	  took	  place,	  two	  of	  these	  schools	  had	  withdrawn	  from	  the	  Project	  leaving	  seven	  
schools.	  	  
Key	  Finding	  –	  All	  Project	  Participants	  4.1	  
Changes	  driven	  from	  outside	  of	  the	  research	  team	  had	  a	  significant	  impact	  on	  the	  fidelity	  of	  
program	  implementation.	  	  
	  
4.4. Project	  Outcomes	  	  
Teacher	  outcomes	  
An	  understanding	   of	   the	   current	   knowledge	   and	   practices	   of	   the	   teachers,	   and	   the	   areas	   of	  
need	   for	   the	   students	  who	  were	   the	   focus	   of	   this	   Project,	  were	   considered	   important,	   thus	  
data	  were	   collected	   at	   the	   initial	   professional	   learning	   session	   through	   surveys,	   described	   in	  
the	   previous	   chapter,	   and	   again	   during	   the	   final	   session	   at	   the	   end	   of	   the	   year.	   	   The	  
instruments	  used	  were	  the	  Theoretical	  Orientation	  to	  Reading	  Profile	   (TORP)	   (DeFord,	  1985),	  
Literacy	  Activities	  Survey,	  the	  Survey	  of	  Language	  Constructs	  Related	  to	  Literacy	  (SLCRLA)	  (Joshi	  
et	   al.,	   2009),	   and	  a	   self-­‐efficacy	   scale	  developed	   for	   the	  Project.	   	   Paired-­‐sample	   t-­‐tests	  were	  
conducted	  on	  these	  data	  to	  determine	  whether	  changes	  in	  teachers’	  practices	  and	  knowledge	  
were	  statistically	  significant.	  	  Effect	  sizes	  were	  also	  calculated	  using	  the	  Cohen’s	  d	  statistic.	  	  As	  
noted	  earlier,	  a	  d	  value	  of	  .2	  is	  considered	  to	  be	  a	  small	  effect,	  .5	  a	  moderate	  effect,	  and	  .8	  a	  




The	  TORP	  indicated	  that	  the	  majority	  (86%)	  of	  the	  49	  teachers	  in	  the	  Project	  had	  a	  theoretical	  
orientation	   to	   reading	   instruction	   that	   was	   skills	   based,	   with	   only	   14%	   identifying	   their	  
practices	  as	  being	  from	  a	  decoding	  perspective	  and	  none	  from	  a	  whole	  language	  perspective.	  	  
This	   was	   similar	   to	   the	   teachers’	   responses	   on	   the	   Literacy	   Activities	   Survey	   with	   79%	  
describing	   activities	   aligned	   with	   the	   skills	   perspective,	   15%	   aligned	   to	   the	   decoding	  
perspective	   and	  6%	   listing	  whole-­‐language	   strategies.	   	   As	  described	   in	   the	  previous	   chapter,	  
DeFord	  (1985)	  defines	  the	  skills	  perspective	  as	  an	  analytic	  approach	  to	  phonics	  instruction	  and,	  
given	  the	  emphasis	  on	  explicit	  instruction	  and	  synthetic	  phonics	  approaches	  in	  the	  professional	  
learning	  material,	   it	  would	  be	  reasonable	  to	  expect	  that	  the	  percentage	  of	  participants	  in	  the	  
decoding	  perspective	  would	  increase	  in	  the	  post-­‐survey.	  	  	  
Although	   taken	   from	   a	   smaller	   sample	   in	   the	   post-­‐Project	   survey,	   the	   majority	   of	   the	  
respondents,	   89%,	   identified	   with	   the	   skills	   perspective	   and	   11%	   with	   the	   decoding	  
perspective.	   	   Of	   the	   20	   respondents	  who	   completed	   both	   the	   pre-­‐	   and	   post-­‐Project	   survey,	  
only	   two	   changed	   from	   a	   skills	   perspective	   in	   their	   pre-­‐Project	   survey	   to	   a	   decoding	  
perspective	  post-­‐Project	  while	  five	  changed	  from	  a	  decoding	  perspective	  pre-­‐Project	  to	  a	  skills	  
perspective.	  	  The	  range	  for	  a	  decoding	  perspective	  is	  0	  to	  654	  while	  a	  skills	  perspective	  is	  66	  to	  
110	  (DeFord,	  1985);	  therefore,	  the	  average	  response	  on	  both	  pre-­‐	  and	  post-­‐Project	  measures	  
indicates	   that	   respondents	   were	   closer	   to	   the	   explicit	   phonics	   than	   the	   whole	   language	  
perspective	  (pre	  mean	  75.38,	  post	  mean	  74.80).	  	  As	  might	  be	  expected	  given	  the	  similarity	  of	  
these	  means,	  the	  paired-­‐samples	  t-­‐test	  showed	  there	  was	  no	  statistically	  significant	  difference	  
between	  the	  pre-­‐Project	  responses	  and	  post-­‐Project	  responses	  (t(19)	  =	  -­‐.256,	  p	  =	  .801)	  and	  the	  
effect	  size	  was	  very	  small	  (d	  =	  .06).	  	  	  
Key	  Finding	  –	  All	  Project	  Participants	  4.2	  
The	  surveys	  did	  not	  indicate	  a	  statistically	  significant	  change	  in	  overall	  teacher	  theoretical	  
orientation	  to	  reading	  instruction	  after	  their	  participation	  in	  the	  Project.	  
	  
Approaches	  Selected	  as	  a	  Result	  of	  Involvement	  in	  the	  Project	  
During	  the	  delivery	  of	  the	  professional	  learning,	  no	  particular	  program	  was	  recommended	  and	  
teachers	   were	   encouraged	   to	   select	   or	   develop	   an	   approach	   that	   was	   appropriate	   for	   their	  
students	  and	  context.	  Figure	  4.1	  presents	  the	  type	  of	  programs	  that	  teachers	  had	  incorporated	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
4	  Note	  that	  although	  DeFord	  referred	  to	  a	  range	  of	  0	  to	  65,	  in	  reality	  the	  minimum	  score	  attainable	  is	  28.	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into	  their	  teaching	  as	  a	  result	  of	  their	  involvement	  in	  the	  Project.	  These	  can	  be	  categorised	  into	  
four	   approaches:	   the	   use	   of	   a	   specific	   program/s	   based	   on	   synthetic	   phonics;	   the	   use	   of	   a	  
specific	  program/s	  based	  on	  analytic	  phonics;	  reference	  to	  the	  use	  of	  more	  explicit/systematic	  
approaches	   without	  mention	   of	   specific	   program;	   and,	   teaching	   strategies	   identified	   by	   the	  
Project	   team	   to	   reinforce	   specific	   skills.	   	   The	  majority	   of	   teachers	   indicated	   that	   they	   used	  
specific	  programs	  as	  a	  result	  of	  their	  involvement	  in	  the	  Project.	  	  So,	  while	  there	  appeared	  to	  
be	   little	   change	   in	   their	   theoretical	   orientation	   on	   the	   TORP,	   teachers	   were	   selecting	  
approaches	  that	  would	  be	  considered	  to	  belong	  to	  a	  decoding	  perspective	  on	  the	  TORP.	  	  
	  
Figure	  4.1.	  Teaching	  approaches	  implemented	  as	  a	  result	  of	  the	  Project,	  as	  reported	  by	  
participants	  (n	  =	  20)	  
	  
Key	  Finding	  –	  All	  Project	  Participants	  4.3	  
The	  approaches	  that	  teachers	  reported	  using,	  in	  response	  to	  the	  Project,	  were	  strongly	  
aligned	  with	  an	  explicit	  phonics	  approach	  to	  reading	  instruction.	  	  
	  
Teacher	  Knowledge	  
The	   SLCRLA	   (Joshi	   et	   al.,	   2009)	  was	   used	   to	   identify	   teachers’	  metalinguistic	   knowledge	   and	  
attainment	  of	  the	  skills	  necessary	  to	  read	  effectively.	   	   Joshi	  et	  al.	  divided	  the	  responses	  from	  
this	   survey	   into	   nine	   categories:	   phonemic	   knowledge,	   phonemic	   ability,	   phonological	  
knowledge,	   phonological	   ability,	   phonics	   knowledge,	   phonics	   ability,	   morphological	  
knowledge,	   morphological	   ability	   and	   comprehension	   knowledge	   (see	   Figure	   4.2).	   	   Item	   by	  
item	   analysis	   indicated	   that	   teachers	   performed	   poorly	   on	   items	   concerned	   with	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survey	   items	   it	   became	   evident	   that	   some	   of	   the	   terminology,	   such	   as	   ‘etymology’	   and	  
‘morphology’,	  was	  not	  commonly	  used	  in	  schools,	  	  while	  other	  terms	  were	  quite	  common	  and	  
related	  to	  important	  concepts	  in	  reading	  instruction	  (e.g.,	  phonemic	  awareness).	   	  The	  Project	  
report	   on	   these	   data	   indicated	   particular	   areas	   of	   weakness	   in	   phonics,	   morphological	  
knowledge	  and	  morphological	  ability	  with	  teachers	  scoring	  below	  44%	  in	  each	  of	  these	  areas.	  	  	  
Teachers’	  lack	  of	  understanding	  of	  the	  term	  ‘morphology’	  would	  have	  impacted	  on	  their	  ability	  
scores	   in	   this	  area	   in	  the	   initial	  surveys,	  and	  therefore	   it	  would	  be	  reasonable	  to	  expect	   that	  
both	  knowledge	  and	  ability	  would	   increase	  once	  understanding	  of	   the	  concept	   increased.	   	   It	  
was	   relevant	   to	   note,	   however,	   that	   in	   the	   post-­‐testing	   the	   knowledge	   increased	   by	   40	  
percentage	  points,	  but	   the	  ability	  only	   increased	  by	  5	  percentage	  points.	   	   In	   the	  categorised	  
scores	  there	  was	  a	  reduction	   in	  correct	  responses	  to	  the	  question	  pertaining	  to	  phonological	  
knowledge.	   	   This	   was	   a	   single	   question	   that	   asked	   participants	   to	   define	   phonological	  
awareness.	   	   A	   participant-­‐by-­‐participant	   comparison	   of	   this	   item	  was	   conducted	   and	   it	   was	  
found	  that	  22%	  of	  the	  respondents	  answered	  correctly	  when	  they	  first	  completed	  the	  survey	  
and	  incorrectly	  when	  it	  was	  re-­‐administered	  to	  them	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  year.	  	  Specifically,	  these	  
respondents	   changed	   their	   response	   to	   the	   question	   of	   what	   phonological	   awareness	   was	  
from,	   the	  understanding	  of	  how	  spoken	   language	   is	  broken	  down	  and	  manipulated	   to	  either	  
the	  ability	   to	  use	   letter-­‐sound	  correspondences	   to	  decode	  or	  a	  teaching	  method	   for	  decoding	  
skills.	   	   This	   could	   suggest	   that	   some	   confusion	   over	   terminology	   resulted	   from	   the	   strong	  
emphasis	   on	   a	   decoding	   approach	   throughout	   the	  project.	   	   This	   confusion	  over	   terminology	  
does	  not	  appear	  to	  have	  impacted	  on	  the	  teachers’	  phonological	  ability.	   	  Due	  to	  the	  unequal	  
distribution	   of	   questions	   across	   each	   of	   the	   nine	   categories,	   these	   data	   are	   represented	   as	  
mean	  percentages	  for	  responses	  to	  enable	  them	  to	  be	  graphed	  on	  the	  same	  scale	  (Figure	  4.2).	  	  
While	  percentages	  indicate	  that	  there	  were	  improvements	  in	  eight	  of	  the	  nine	  categories,	  pre	  
and	  post	   test	  comparison	  of	   the	  total	  scores	   (ranging	   from	  0	  –	  53)	   indicated	  that	   the	  overall	  
change	  was	  not	  statistically	  significant	  (pre	  mean	  =	  32.54,	  post	  mean	  =	  32.92;	  t(25)	  =	  .448,	  p	  =	  
.658),	  and	  the	  effect	  size	  (d	  =	  .09)	  was	  small.	  	  	  
A	   key	   factor	   for	   consideration	   of	   these	   results	   was	   the	   conditions	   under	   which	   the	   end-­‐of-­‐
Project	  surveys	  were	  completed.	  	  For	  the	  teachers,	  the	  final	  meeting	  was	  the	  culmination	  of	  a	  
great	  deal	  of	  hard	  work	  and	  they	  were	  looking	  forward	  to	  the	  promised	  celebration;	  whereas	  
for	  the	  researchers,	  this	  was	  the	  final	  data	  collection	  point.	   	  Unfortunately,	  and	  unnoticed	  by	  
the	  researchers	  as	  they	  set	  up	  for	  the	  final	  session,	  wine	  intended	  for	  the	  later	  celebration	  was	  
open	  on	  the	  tables	  as	  the	  teachers	  arrived,	  and	  the	  celebrations	  began	  immediately.	  	  While	  the	  
light-­‐hearted	   spirit	   in	   which	   the	   teachers	   engaged	   in	   the	   discussion	   throughout	   the	   session	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reflected	   the	   development	   of	   the	   relationship	   and	   their	   appreciation	   of	   the	   work	   that	   had	  
gone	  on,	   focused	  attention	  on	   the	  SLCRLA	  was	  necessary	   to	  provide	  an	  accurate	  measure	  of	  
changes	  in	  knowledge.	  It	  was	  clear	  that	  the	  SLCRLA	  did	  not	  receive	  the	  attention	  required	  for	  
such	  a	  complicated	   instrument,	  with	  one	  teacher	  noting	  on	  her	  SLCRLA,	  “too	   late	   in	  the	  day,	  
too	  much	  wine”.	   	  Konza	   (2012b)	  highlights	   the	  different	  understanding	  of	   the	   importance	  of	  
data	  between	  teachers	  and	  researchers	  as	  one	  of	  the	  areas	  that	  need	  to	  be	  considered	  when	  
conducting	  research	  in	  schools.	  	  Despite	  these	  factors	  and	  the	  lack	  of	  overall	  improvement	  on	  
the	   SLCRLA,	   the	   Wilcoxon	   signed-­‐rank	   test5	   showed	   there	   was	   a	   statistically	   significant	  
improvement	   in	  morphological	  knowledge,	  where	   the	  possible	  maximum	  score	   is	  3	   (means	   -­‐	  
pre/post,	  1.46/2.31;	  medians	  -­‐	  pre/post,	  1.50/2.50;	  Wilcoxon:	  z	  =	  -­‐3.470,	  p	  =	  .001,	  r	  =	  .48),	  and	  
also	   in	   phonemic	   ability,	   where	   the	   possible	   maximum	   score	   is	   17	   (means	   -­‐	   pre/post,	  
7.73/8.69;	  medians	  -­‐	  pre/post,	  8.0/9.0;	  Wilcoxon:	  z	  =	  -­‐2.753,	  p	  =	   .006,	  r	  =	   .35).	   	  As	  shown	  by	  
the	  Pearson’s	  r	  values,	  the	  effect	  size	  for	  both	  morphological	  knowledge	  and	  phonemic	  ability	  
was	  moderate,	  hence	  these	  results	  do	  suggest	  some	  impact	  on	  teacher	  knowledge	  and	  skills.	  	  
Figure	  4.2.	  Pre-­‐	  and	  post-­‐Project	  SLCRLA	  results	  (n	  =	  20)	  
	  
	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
5	  	  The	   non-­‐parametric	   equivalent	   of	   the	   paired-­‐sample	   t-­‐test	  was	   used	   because	   the	   data	   violated	   the	  
assumption	  of	  normality	  when	  broken	  down	  by	  skill	  category.	  	  Note	  that	  both	  means	  and	  medians	  are	  


































Key	  Finding	  –	  All	  Project	  Participants	  4.4	  
While	  there	  was	  no	  statistically	  significant	  change	  in	  overall	  teacher	  skills	  and	  knowledge	  
on	  the	  SLCRLA	  after	  their	  participation	  in	  the	  Project,	  there	  were	  statistically	  significant	  
improvements	  in	  teachers’	  morphological	  knowledge	  and	  phonemic	  ability.	  	  
	  
Teacher	  self-­‐efficacy	  
As	  already	  discussed,	   teacher	  self-­‐efficacy	  has	  been	  shown	  to	  have	  a	  significant	   influence	  on	  
teaching	  performance.	   	   In	   the	  Project,	   teacher	   self-­‐efficacy	   in	   relation	   to	   reading	   instruction	  
was	   gauged	   using	   two	   scales:	   the	   self-­‐efficacy	   subscale	   from	   the	   SLCRLA	   and	   The	   Teaching	  
Reading	  Self-­‐Efficacy	  Survey	  (TRSES)	  developed	  for	  this	  study	  by	  the	  Researcher.	  	  	  
The	   findings	   from	   these	   surveys	   indicated	   a	   statistically	   significant	   improvement	   in	   sense	   of	  
self-­‐efficacy	  for	  the	  28	  teachers	  who	  completed	  both	  measures	  pre-­‐	  and	  post-­‐Project.	  	  On	  the	  
self-­‐efficacy	  component	  of	  the	  SLRCL,	  which	  contains	  eight	  items	  with	  a	  four-­‐point	  Likert	  scale	  
(a.	  minimal	   to	  d.	   expert;	   total	   scores	   range	   from	  8	   to	  32),	   there	  was	   a	   significant	  difference	  
between	   the	   pre-­‐	   and	   post-­‐Project	   responses	   (means	   -­‐	   pre/post,	   19.87/22.12;	   medians	   -­‐
pre/post,	  20/23;	  Wilcoxon:	  z	  =	  -­‐3.382,	  p	  =	  .001)	  with	  a	  moderate	  effect	  size	  (r	  =	  .469).	   	  There	  
was	   also	   significant	   difference	   in	   self	   efficacy	   (means	   -­‐	   pre/post,	   20.37/22.29;	   medians	   -­‐	  
pre/post,	  20/22;	  Wilcoxon:	  z	  =	  -­‐3.792,	  p	  <	  .001)	  as	  indicated	  by	  the	  TRSES,	  which	  uses	  a	  scale	  of	  
1	  to	  5	  to	  rate	  the	  teacher’s	  level	  of	  agreement	  with	  each	  statement	  (1	  =	  strongly	  disagree,	  5	  =	  
strongly	  agree;	  total	  scores	  range	  from	  6	  to	  30)	  and	  the	  size	  of	  the	  effect	  was	  large	  (r	  =	  .536.).	  	  
In	   the	   SLRCL	   self-­‐efficacy	   questions,	   all	  means	  were	   above	   a	   ‘moderate’	   level	   of	   confidence	  
(Joshi	  et	  al.,	  2009)	  with	  teacher	  confidence	  in	  their	  ability	  to	  teach	  phonics	  showing	  the	  highest	  
mean	  pre-­‐	  and	  post-­‐Project.	   	  Using	  assessment	  to	   inform	  reading	   instruction	  was	  the	  second	  
lowest	   ranked	   item	  at	   the	   start	   of	   the	   Project,	   but	   gained	   the	  most	   of	   all	   items	  with	   a	   four	  
point	  difference	  between	  the	  pre-­‐	  and	  post	  test	  scores.	  	  	  
On	  the	  TRSES	  five	  point	  scale	  the	  majority	  of	   items	  showed	  a	  mean	  response	  between	  agree	  
and	   somewhat	   agree;	   however,	   in	   the	   last	   statement	   If	   a	   child	   isn’t	   learning	   to	   read	   it	   is	  
because	   I	   haven’t	   taught	   him/her	   properly,	   responses	   ranged	   from	   disagree	   to	   somewhat	  
agree.	   	   This	   last	   item	  also	   showed	   the	   least	  movement	   in	   the	  post-­‐test	  mean.	   	   The	  greatest	  
improvement	  was	   in	  the	  5th	   item	   I	  am	  confident	  enough	   in	  my	  own	  reading	   instruction	  that	   I	  





Key	  Finding	  –	  All	  Project	  Participants	  4.5	  
There	  was	  a	  statistically	  significant	  difference	  between	  teachers’	  sense	  of	  self-­‐efficacy	  at	  
the	  commencement	  and	  completion	  of	  the	  Project	  on	  both	  self-­‐efficacy	  scales.	  	  The	  item	  on	  
the	  SLCRLA	  that	  made	  the	  greatest	  gains	  related	  to	  the	  use	  of	  assessment	  to	  inform	  reading	  
instruction.	  	  On	  the	  TRSES	  the	  item	  that	  made	  the	  greatest	  gain	  was	  the	  teachers’	  
confidence	  in	  supporting	  colleagues	  to	  teach	  reading	  and	  the	  item	  that	  made	  the	  least	  gain	  
was	  teachers’	  belief	  that	  they	  were	  responsible	  for	  children’s	  reading	  development.	  	  	  
	  
Teacher	  Evaluation	  
A	   Program	   Evaluation	   Questionnaire,	   based	   on	   Ingvarson,	   Meiers	   and	   Beavis’	   (2005)	  
instrument,	  included	  factors	  related	  to	  the	  impact	  of	  professional	  development	  programs	  and	  
also	   targeted	   the	   level	   of	   confidence	   teachers	   had	   at	   the	   end	   of	   the	   Project.	   	   This	  
questionnaire	   asked	   teachers	   to	   rate	   the	   impact	   of	   the	   Project	   on	   their	   capacity	   to	   teach	  
literacy	  using	  a	   five-­‐point	  scale	   (ranging	  from	  1	  =	  strongly	  disagree	  to	  5	  =	  strongly	  agree)	   for	  
each	  of	  the	  items.	  Responses	  from	  the	  27	  teachers	  who	  completed	  this	  questionnaire,	  shown	  
in	   Table	   4.3	   indicate	   that,	   overall,	   teachers	   felt	   the	   Project	   had	   improved	   their	   teaching	   of	  
literacy,	   although	   this	   was	   not	   felt	   strongly	   as	   shown	   by	   a	   mean	   score	   of	   3.5	   (where	   the	  
possible	  maximum	  is	  5).	  	  Responses	  in	  which	  teachers	  were	  less	  confident	  related	  to	  whether	  
their	   involvement	   in	   the	  Project	  had	  resulted	   in	   improved	  student	  outcomes	  with	  a	  mean	  of	  
3.2	  for	  these	  questions	  (Konza	  et	  al.,	  2011).	  	  
Table	  4.2.	  Project	  Teachers’	  Responses	  to	  the	  Program	  Evaluation	  Questionnaire	  (n	  =	  20)	  
QUESTIONNAIRE	  ITEM	   Mean	  
(Aggregate	  
Mean)	  
As	  a	  result	  of	  the	  professional	  learning	  (PL),	  you	  are	  able	  to:	   (3.5)	  
1.	  Make	  clearer	  links	  between	  your	  teaching	  goals	  and	  classroom	  activities	  in	  relation	  
to	  literacy	  
3.7	  
2.	   Use	   more	   effective	   teaching	   and	   learning	   strategies	   appropriate	   to	   the	   literacy	  
content	  you	  teach	  
3.7	  
3.	  Use	  teaching	  and	  learning	  strategies	  that	  are	  more	  challenging	  and	  engaging	   3.3	  
4.	  Better	  meet	  the	  individual	  literacy	  needs	  of	  your	  students	   3.6	  
5.	  Link	  assessment	  into	  the	  teaching	  and	  learning	  cycle	  more	  effectively	   3.8	  
6.	  Provide	  more	  effective	  feedback	  to	  your	  students	  to	  support	  their	  learning	   3.3	  
7.	  Access	  and	  use	  literacy	  materials	  and	  resources	  more	  effectively	   3.4	  
As	  a	  result	  of	  the	  PL,	  your	  students:	   (3.2)	  
8.	  Have	  fewer	  difficulties	   in	  understanding	  what	  they	  are	  being	  taught	   in	  relation	  to	  
literacy	  
3.1	  
9.	  Learn	  more	  purposely	   3.2	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10.	  Engage	  more	  actively	  in	  literacy	  learning	  activities	   3.2	  
11.	  Demonstrate	  enhanced	  literacy	  learning	  outcomes	   3.2	  
12.	  Access	  and	  use	  literacy	  materials	  and	  resources	  more	  effectively	   3.1	  
As	  a	  result	  of	  the	  PL:	   (3.6)	  
13.	  My	  ability	  to	  meet	  the	  literacy	  learning	  needs	  of	  my	  students	  has	  expanded	   3.6	  
14.	  My	  confidence	  in	  teaching	  literacy	  has	  increased	   3.6	  
Note:	  Item	  rated	  1	  =	  strongly	  disagree,	  2	  =	  disagree,	  3	  =	  somewhat	  agree,	  4	  =	  agree,	  5	  =	  strongly	  agree	  
Key	  Finding	  –	  All	  Project	  Participants	  4.6	  
Teachers	  reported	  that	  their	  involvement	  in	  the	  Project	  improved	  their	  teaching	  of	  literacy	  
and	  their	  ability	  to	  link	  assessment	  with	  teaching	  and	  learning,	  but	  they	  were	  not	  quite	  as	  
confident	  about	  the	  impact	  this	  had	  on	  student	  performance.	  	  
 
Student	  outcomes	  
Fullan	   et	   al.	   (2006)	   argue	   that	   teachers	   need	   to	   use	   assessment	   data	   when	   designing	  
instruction	  if	  they	  wish	  to	  gain	  the	  best	  outcomes	  for	  their	  students.	  	  At	  the	  initial	  introduction	  
session	   to	   the	  Project,	   focus	   group	  data	   indicated	   that	  only	   23%	  of	   the	   teachers	  were	  using	  
fine-­‐grained	   assessment	   tools	   to	   identify	   the	   areas	   of	   reading	   where	   students	   were	  
experiencing	  difficulty.	  	  Most	  of	  the	  participants	  identified	  First	  Steps,	  running	  records,	  have-­‐a-­‐
go	  pads	  and	  Literacy	  Net	  as	  tools	  for	  identifying	  students’	  area	  of	  difficulty	  in	  reading.	  	  These	  
tools	  provide	  general	  information	  about	  students’	  performance	  but	  are	  not	  fine-­‐grained;	  that	  
is,	  they	  do	  not	  provide	  information	  on	  specific	  areas	  of	  need.	  When	  using	  the	  Literacy	  Net	  with	  
students	  in	  semester	  1	  of	  Year	  2,	  teachers	  are	  asked	  to	  indicate	  whether	  a	  student	  identifies	  all	  
letter	   names	   by	   responding	   ‘yes’	   or	   ‘not	   yet’.	   	   This	   is	   useful	   information,	   but	   without	   the	  
teacher	   conducting	   further	   testing	   to	   identify	   which	   letter	   names	   the	   child	   knows	   the	  
instruction	  cannot	  be	  targeted	  to	  the	  student’s	  needs.	  
The	   Project	   required	   that	   teachers	   have	   a	   clear	   idea	   of	   the	   areas	   of	   difficulty	   that	   students	  
were	  experiencing;	  therefore,	  at	  the	  second	  session,	  teachers	  were	  trained	  in	  the	  use	  of	  more	  
fine	   grained	   assessment	   tools	   such	   as	   the	   Astronaut	   Invented	   Spelling	   Test	   (AIST),	   the	  
Sutherland	   Phonological	   Awareness	   Test–Revised	   (SPAT-­‐R)	   and	   Educheck	   assessments.	  	  
Teachers	  used	  the	  AIST	  (Neilson,	  2003a)	  to	  screen	  all	  Year	  2	  students	  to	  identify	  those	  students	  
who	  were	  experiencing	  phonological	  or	  graphophonic	  difficulties.	  	  Subsequently,	  students	  who	  
were	   identified	   as	   having	   difficulty	   segmenting	   words	   (for	   example	   Figure	   4.3)	   were	  
administered	  the	  SPAT-­‐R	  (Neilson,	  2003b)	  in	  order	  to	  identify	  more	  specific	  areas	  of	  need.	  	  The	  
Educheck	   (Neal,	   1988)	   assessment	   was	   also	   used	   with	   some	   students	   within	   the	   identified	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group	  who	  had	  some	  graphophonic	  knowledge	  (Konza	  et	  al.,	  2011)	  (As	  no	  students	  in	  the	  case	  
studies	  completed	  the	  Educheck,	  this	  measure	  is	  not	  reported	  on	  in	  this	  section).	  	  	  	  	  
Overall	  Assessment	  Results	  	  
The	   individual	  subscales	  of	  the	  AIST	   indicated	  that	  some	  students	  were	  struggling	  with	   letter	  
sound	  knowledge	  that	  would	  normally	  be	  secure	  in	  Year	  2	  students.	  	  The	  student	  represented	  
in	  Figure	  4.3	  experienced	  significant	  difficulties	  with	   these	   tasks,	  only	  being	  able	   to	  correctly	  
represent	   the	   sounds	   of	   the	   consonants	   in	   11%	   of	   the	   names,	   the	   vowels	   in	   10%	   and	   the	  
consonant	   blends	   for	   17%.	   	   He	   did	   not	   score	   any	  marks	   on	   the	   orthographic	   bonus,	   which	  
awards	  points	  for	  using	  more	  complex	  spelling	  patterns	  to	  represent	  the	  sounds,	  such	  as	  ‘kle’	  
in	  twinkle	  and	  ‘ea’	  in	  head.	  	  	  
	  
Figure	  4.3.	  AIST	  scores	  for	  MChi03	  	   	  
Subsequently,	  the	  student	  was	  administered	  the	  SPAT-­‐R	  to	  provide	  more	  specific	  data	  on	  the	  
areas	  of	  need.	  	  Figure	  4.4	  represents	  the	  same	  student’s	  scores	  on	  the	  SPAT-­‐R	  and	  illustrates	  
the	  profile	  common	  to	  many	  of	  the	  students	  involved	  in	  the	  Project.	  	  The	  skills	  on	  the	  vertical	  
axis	  progress	  from	  those	  that	  are	  generally	  considered	  easier,	  such	  as	  syllabification,	  up	  to	  the	  
more	   complex	   tasks	   requiring	   students	   to	   delete	   specific	   phonemes	   from	   words	   (Neilson,	  
2003b).	   	   The	  maximum	   total	   for	   non-­‐word	   reading	   and	   spelling	   is	   eight	  while	   the	   remaining	  
subtests	  have	  a	  maximum	  score	  of	  four.	  	  This	  student	  had	  a	  number	  of	  important	  skills,	  such	  as	  
the	   ability	   to	   count	   syllables,	   identify	   and	   produce	   rhyming	  words	   and	   segment	   consonant-­‐
vowel-­‐consonant	   (cvc)	   words.	   	   However,	   he	   lacked	   proficiency	   in	   manipulating	   phonemes	  
orally	  and	  had	  limited	  knowledge	  of	  common	  letter-­‐sound	  relationships.	   	  Thus,	  this	  student’s	  
profile	  indicated	  that	  he	  needed	  targeted	  support	  in	  order	  to	  succeed	  at	  reading.	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Based	   on	   student	   results,	   teachers	  were	   encouraged	   to	   choose,	   or	   develop,	   a	   program	   that	  
was	  based	  on	   the	  effective	   intervention	  principles	  as	   identified	   in	   the	   literature.	   	   The	   fourth	  
session	   in	   the	   Project	   provided	   participants	   with	   information	   on	   what	   constituted	   effective	  
intervention	   for	   reading	   difficulties	   with	   some	   commercial	   programs	   being	   demonstrated.	  	  
Teachers	  were	  encouraged	  to	  select	  or	  develop	  an	  intervention	  that	  was	  appropriate	  for	  their	  
students	  and	  context.	  	  	  	  
Figure	  4.4.	  SPAT-­‐R	  indicating	  profile	  of	  a	  student	  with	  phonological	  awareness	  difficulties	  
Pre-­‐	   and	  post-­‐intervention	   testing	  of	   the	  AIST	  and	  SPAT-­‐R	   showed	   improved	  outcomes	   for	   a	  
high	  proportion	  of	  the	  targeted	  students	  (Konza	  et	  al.,	  2011)	  as	  shown	  in	  Figures	  4.5	  through	  
to	   4.8.	   Post-­‐intervention	   percentiles	   for	   the	   SPAT-­‐R	   total	   and	   non-­‐word	   assessments	   were	  
calculated	  on	  the	  third	  year	  of	  schooling	  on	  the	  basis	  that	  the	  tests	  were	  administered	  towards	  
the	  end	  of	  the	  students’	  second	  year	  of	  schooling.	  	  The	  Project	  data	  indicated	  (see	  Table	  4.4)	  
that	  there	  was	  a	  statistically	  significant	  improvement	  in	  student	  performance	  between	  March	  
and	  September	  on	  the	  SPAT-­‐R	  (Wilcoxon	  signed-­‐rank	  test:	  z	  =	  -­‐5.256,	  p	  <	  .001)	  and	  AIST	  (z	  =	  -­‐
6.847,	  p<.001)	  with	  moderate	  effect	  size	  for	  the	  SPAT-­‐R	  (r	  =	   .44)	  and	  large	  effect	  size	  for	  the	  
AIST	   (r	   =	   .57).	   	   A	   small	   number	   of	   students	   performed	   more	   poorly	   on	   the	   post-­‐testing;	  
however,	  when	  considering	  test	  scores,	  it	  is	  important	  to	  be	  cognisant	  of	  the	  factors	  that	  can	  
impact	  on	  a	  student’s	  performance	  such	  as	  the	  physical	  and	  mental	  state	  of	  the	  student	  at	  the	  
time	  of	   testing	   and	   the	  environmental	   factors	   including	   time	  of	  day	   and	   temperature.	   	  Data	  
were	  only	  collected	   from	  the	  classes	  of	   teachers	   involved	   in	   the	  Project	  and	   from	  the	   target	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students	  in	  the	  same	  class	  as	  the	  target	  student.	  	  This	  limitation	  in	  the	  research	  design	  of	  the	  
Project	   means	   that	   it	   is	   not	   possible	   to	   demonstrate	   that	   the	   explicit	   approach	   is	   more	  
effective	   than	   other	   approaches	   to	   reading	   instruction;	   however,	   overall	   results	   were	  
encouraging.	   	   Table	  4.5	   indicates	   that	   the	  number	  of	   students	   in	   the	   lowest	  quartile	   for	   the	  
total	  SPAT-­‐R	  percentile	  rank	  and	  non-­‐word	  spelling	  percentile	  rank	  fell	  considerably	  over	  the	  
intervention	   period.	   	   This	   suggests	   that	   the	   pedagogy	   being	   used	   had	   been	   effective	   in	  
promoting	  learning.	  	  
Table	  4.3.	  Comparison	  of	  Students’	  Pre/Post	  Performance	  on	  the	  SPAT-­‐R	  (Percentile)	  and	  AIST	  
(Percentage)	  	  
	   	   	   Pre	   	   Post	   	  
Wilcoxon	  
signed-­‐rank	  
	   Effect	  
size	  
	   	   N	   M	   Mdn	   	   M	   Mdn	   	   z	   p	   	   r	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
SPAT-­‐R	  
	  Total	   71	   36.15	   25	   	   54.07	   55	   	   -­‐5.256	   <.001	   	   .44*	  
	  NWS	   71	   24.19	   15	   	   37.46	   38	   	   -­‐3.787	   <.001	   	   .32*	  
AIST	   	   73	   38.86	   45	   	   60.83	   70	   	   -­‐6.847	   <.001	   	   .57**	  
Note:	  M	  =	  mean.	  Mdn	  =	  median,	  NWS	  =	  Non-­‐word	  Spelling	  
*	  =	  moderate	  effect	  size;	  **	  =	  large	  effect	  size	  
	  
Table	  4.4.	  Number	  of	  Students	  in	  the	  Lowest	  Quartile	  Pre-­‐	  and	  Post-­‐Project	  (n=61)	  
	   Number	   of	   students	   in	   the	  
lowest	  quartile	  pre-­‐Project	  
Number	   of	   students	   in	   the	  
lowest	  quartile	  post-­‐Project	  
Total	  SPAT-­‐R	  percentile	  rank	   21	   6	  
Non-­‐word	  spelling	  percentile	  
rank	  
37	   19	  
	  
Assessment	  Results	  by	  School	  	  
Results	  for	  each	  school	  are	  provided	  below	  (Figures	  4.5-­‐4.8),	   including	  significance	   levels	  and	  
effect	   sizes,	   which	   indicate	   a	   moderate	   to	   large	   effect	   on	   student	   performance	   from	   initial	  
testing	  in	  March	  to	  the	  final	  testing	  in	  September.	  	  
Mean	  percentile	   ranks	   for	   the	  AIST	   indicate	   that	  students	   in	  all	   schools	  made	  some	  progress	  
over	  the	  course	  of	  the	  year,	  although	  this	  appears	  to	  be	  small	  for	  Schools	  E	  and	  G	  (Figure	  4.4).	  
A	  similar	  pattern	  is	  identified	  in	  the	  AIST	  subtests	  with	  the	  exception	  of	  School	  E	  (Figure	  4.5).	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All	   students	   in	   School	   E	   made	   gains	   in	   each	   area	   with	   the	   exception	   of	   the	   vowel	   subtest.	  	  
Additionally,	  no	  students	  in	  School	  E	  scored	  any	  orthographic	  bonus	  points	  for	  correct	  spelling	  
of	  the	  more	  complex	  letter-­‐sound	  patterns	  in	  either	  the	  pre-­‐	  or	  post-­‐intervention	  tests.	  
	  
Figure	  4.5.	  AIST	  mean	  percentages	  for	  pre-­‐Project	  and	  post-­‐Project	  scores	  (n	  =	  51)	  
Figure	  4.6.	  Pre	  and	  post-­‐Project	  percentages	  for	  subtests	  in	  the	  AIST	  (n	  =	  51)	  
	  
As	   the	   post-­‐intervention	   scores	   were	   calculated	   on	   the	   percentiles	   for	   the	   third	   year	   of	  
schooling,	  these	  results	  indicate	  that	  students	  in	  schools	  A,	  B,	  C,	  D,	  F	  and	  G	  for	  the	  SPAT-­‐R	  total	  
(Figure	   4.7)	   and	   A,	   B,	   C,	   D,	   E	   and	   G	   for	   the	   SPAT-­‐R	   Non-­‐word	   reading	   (Figure	   4.8)	   were	  
performing	  better	  in	  September	  against	  the	  percentiles	  for	  Year	  of	  Schooling	  3	  than	  they	  were	  
in	  March	  against	  the	  percentiles	  for	  Year	  of	  Schooling	  2.	   	  The	  effect	  sizes	  for	  the	  SPAT-­‐R	  and	  
the	  AIST	  were	  moderate	  to	  large	  (Table	  4.4).	  
School	  A	   School	  B	   School	  C	   School	  D	   School	  E	   School	  F	   School	  G	  
AIST	  Mean	  Percen}le	  Rank	  -­‐	  
March	   53	   58	   41	   48	   34	   53	   6	  
AIST	  Mean	  Percen}le	  Rank	  -­‐	  




















School	  A	   School	  B	   School	  C	   School	  D	   School	  E	   School	  F	   School	  G	  
AIST	  Mean	  Percentages	  Pre/Post	  -­‐	  Project	  for	  Subtests	  
Consonants	  March	  	   Consonants	  September	  
Vowels	  March	  	   Vowels	  September	  
Consonant	  Blends	  March	  	   Consonant	  Blends	  September	  
Orthographic	  bonus	  March	   Orthographic	  bonus	  September	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Figure	  4.7.	  SPAT-­‐R	  total	  percentile	  rank	  scores	  pre-­‐	  and	  post-­‐Project	  (n	  =	  71)	  
*	   The	  middle	  two	  quartiles	  (one	  standard	  deviation	  either	  side	  of	  the	  mean)	  for	  students	  in	  their	  3rd	  Year	  of	  Schooling	  =	  25	  –	  72%.	  	  	  
#	   The	  middle	  two	  quartiles	  (one	  standard	  deviation	  either	  side	  of	  the	  mean)	  for	  students	  in	  their	  2nd	  Year	  of	  Schooling	  =	  26	  –	  74%.	  	  	  
Figure	  4.8.	  Non-­‐word	  spelling	  mean	  percentile	  rank	  scores	  (n	  =	  71)	  
*The	  middle	  two	  quartiles	  (one	  standard	  deviation	  either	  side	  of	  the	  mean)	  for	  students	  in	  their	  3rd	  Year	  of	  Schooling	  =	  25	  –	  68%.	  	  	  
#	  The	  middle	  two	  quartiles	  (one	  standard	  deviation	  either	  side	  of	  the	  mean)	  for	  students	  in	  their	  2nd	  Year	  of	  Schooling	  =	  27	  –	  70%.	  	  	  
School	  A	   School	  B	   School	  C	   School	  D	   School	  E	   School	  F	   School	  G	  
SPAT-­‐R	  Total	  March	  -­‐	  Mean	  
Percen}le	  Rank	  for	  Year	  of	  
Schooling	  2	  	  
32	   50	   45	   32	   30	   25	   27	  
SPAT-­‐R	  Total	  September	  -­‐	  Mean	  
Percen}le	  Rank	  for	  Year	  of	  
Schooling	  3	  






















SPAT-­‐R	  Total	  Mean	  Percenele	  Rank	  Pre-­‐	  and	  Post	  
Interveneon	  	  
School	  A	   School	  B	   School	  C	   School	  	  D	   School	  	  E	   School	  F	   School	  G	  
SPAT-­‐R	  NWS	  March	  -­‐	  Mean	  
Percen}le	  Rank	  for	  Year	  of	  
Schooling	  2	  
20	   26	   36	   20	   22	   22	   15	  
SPAT-­‐R	  NWS	  September	  -­‐	  Mean	  
Percen}le	  Rank	  for	  Year	  of	  
Schooling	  3	  	  






















SPAT-­‐R	  Non-­‐Word	  Spelling	  Mean	  Percenele	  Rank	  Pre-­‐
interveneon	  and	  Post-­‐interveneon	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Any	  evaluation	  of	  student	  progress	  over	  time	  without	  a	  matched	  control	  group	  is	  problematic	  
as	  there	  are	  numerous	  variables,	  such	  as	  additional	  support	  provided	  outside	  of	  school,	  which	  
are	  impossible	  to	  control.	  	  Therefore,	  while	  there	  was	  a	  statistically	  significant	  improvement	  in	  
students’	  overall	  post-­‐test	  scores	  on	  the	  SPAT-­‐R	  and	  the	  AIST	  (see	  Table	  4.4)	  these	  could	  not	  
be	   ascribed	   only	   to	   the	   Project.	   	   This	  may	   explain	   the	   teachers’	   responses	   on	   the	   Program	  
Evaluation	  Questionnaire	  indicating	  that	  they	  were	  somewhat	  ambivalent	  regarding	  the	  extent	  
to	   which	   the	   professional	   learning	   had	   had	   an	   impact	   on	   their	   students’	   performance	   (see	  
Table	  4.3).	  
Key	  Finding	  –	  All	  Project	  Participants	  4.7	  
Improvements	  in	  test	  scores	  for	  the	  SPAT-­‐R	  and	  AIST	  were	  statistically	  significant,	  with	  a	  
moderate	  to	  large	  effect	  size.	  	  Despite	  this,	  teachers	  were	  not	  overly	  confident	  that	  this	  
improvement	  was	  a	  result	  of	  the	  professional	  learning.	  
	  
4.5. Summary	  	  
In	  the	  words	  of	  Robert	  Burns:	  The	  best-­‐laid	  schemes	  o'	  mice	  an	  'men	  Gang	  aft	  agley	  (R.	  Burns,	  
1759-­‐1796).	   	  This	   is	  a	  common	  theme	   in	  educational	   research	  where	  the	  complexities	  of	   the	  
environment	  often	  result	  in	  changes	  to	  the	  way	  that	  professional	  learning	  is	  delivered	  (Konza,	  
2012b),	   subsequently	   influencing	   fidelity	   of	   program	   implementation	   and	   the	   ability	   to	  
accurately	  determine	  its	  impact.	  	  A	  number	  of	  issues	  were	  identified	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  success	  
of	   the	   Project	   overall.	   	   These	   included	   an	   unexpected	   doubling	   of	   the	   number	   of	   schools	  
involved	  and	  incomplete	  information	  about	  the	  schools’	  contexts	  prior	  to	  the	  commencement	  
of	  the	  Project	  (Konza	  et	  al.,	  2011)	  resulting	   in	  the	  need	  to	  change	  the	  Project	  model	  without	  
sufficient	   time	   to	   plan	   for	   these	   changes.	   	   These	   difficulties	   may	   account	   for	   the	   Project’s	  
failure	   to	   impact	   positively	   on	   teachers’	   beliefs,	   as	   indicated	   by	   the	   TORP,	   and	   knowledge,	  
based	  on	  the	  SLCRLA	  and	  the	  TPPA.	   	  Positive	  outcomes	  for	  the	  Project	  did,	  however,	   include	  
teachers’	   reported	   use	   of	   more	   explicit	   approaches	   to	   reading	   instruction,	   overall	  
improvement	   in	   student	  outcomes	   and	   teachers’	   increased	   sense	  of	   self-­‐efficacy	   in	   teaching	  
reading,	  although	  the	  precise	  extent	  to	  which	  these	  can	  be	  ascribed	  to	  the	  Project	  was	  difficult	  
to	  ascertain.	  	  	  
The	  following	  three	  chapters	  (5	  to	  7)	  record	  the	  experiences	  of	  six	  teachers	  from	  three	  schools	  
over	  the	  year	  in	  which	  they	  participated	  in	  the	  Project,	  and	  into	  first	  semester	  of	  the	  following	  
year,	  to	  determine	  the	  impact	  of	  the	  Project	  on	  their	  practice.	  	  These	  case	  studies,	  A,	  B	  and	  C,	  
provide	  the	  opportunity	  to	  explore	  the	  factors	  that	  impacted	  on	  the	  outcome	  of	  the	  Project	  in	  
greater	  detail.	  	  The	  case	  study	  observations	  began	  prior	  to	  the	  commencement	  of	  the	  monthly	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Project	  meetings.	   	   All	   observations	  of	   teachers’	   literacy	   learning	   experiences	   took	  place	   first	  
thing	   in	  the	  morning,	  when	   literacy	  blocks	  were	  scheduled	  and	  explicit	   instruction	  of	  reading	  
skills	   ideally	   occurs.	   	   Interviews	   were	   conducted	   after	   each	   of	   these	   observations	   with	  
additional,	  more	  in-­‐depth	  interviews	  being	  conducted	  in	  June	  of	  the	  Project	  year	  and	  July	  the	  
following	  year.	  	  An	  important	  initial	  observation	  that	  can	  be	  made	  from	  the	  whole	  Project	  data	  
is	  that	  student	  progress	  in	  some	  schools	  was	  better	  than	  others	  with	  students	  from	  schools	  A,	  
B	  and	  C	  performing	  better	  than	  those	  in	  the	  other	  schools	  (Figures	  4.8	  –	  4.11).	  	  This	  does	  not	  
imply	  causality,	  but	  rather	  highlights	   the	  need	  to	  examine	  more	  than	  survey	  and	  assessment	  






CHAPTER	  5: SCHOOL	  A	  
	  
This	  chapter	  explores	   the	  beliefs	  and	  practice	  of	   the	   two	  teachers	  at	  School	  A	  and	  examines	  
the	  outcomes	  for	  the	  target	  students	  in	  their	  classes.	  	  The	  whole	  school	  context	  is	  presented,	  
followed	  by	  specific	   information	  about	   the	  case	  study	  teachers	  and	  their	  classrooms,	  beliefs,	  
classroom	   practice	   and	   student	   outcomes.	   	   The	   teachers	   have	   been	   given	   the	   pseudonyms	  
Abby	  and	  Alexis.	  	  




























5.1. The	  Setting	  
School	   A	   is	   a	   government	   primary	   school	   in	   a	  metropolitan	   area	   catering	   for	   students	   from	  
Kindergarten	  to	  Year	  7	  (K-­‐7).	  	  The	  2010	  school	  report	  foregrounded	  the	  School’s	  commitment	  
to	   the	   Arts,	   Sports	   and	   Community	   Engagement.	   	   The	   My	   School	   website	   (ACARA,	   n.d.)	  
provides	   a	   profile	   of	   the	   school	   indicating	   that,	   at	   the	   time	  of	   the	   research,	   there	  were	  750	  
students	  enrolled,	  381	  girls	  and	  369	  boys,	  of	  whom	  1%	  were	  Indigenous	  and	  9%	  were	  from	  a	  
language	  background	  other	  than	  English.	  	  There	  were	  49	  teaching	  staff	  members	  equivalent	  to	  
40.5	   full	   time	   staff	  members	   and	   23	   non-­‐teaching	   staff	   equating	   to	   13.8	   full	   time	   positions.	  	  
The	  total	  net	  recurrent	  income	  for	  the	  school	  was	  listed	  as	  $6,234,757.	  	  	  
The	  ICSEA6	  rating	  for	  School	  A	  was	  1064.	  	  The	  distribution	  of	  students	  in	  School	  A	  compared	  to	  
Australian	  distribution	  figures	  is	  represented	  in	  Table	  5.1.	  	  Overall,	  this	  indicates	  that	  students	  
in	  this	  school	  were	  more	  advantaged	  than	  the	  Australian	  average	  with	  89%	  in	  the	  middle	  and	  
top	  quarter	  compared	  to	  the	  overall	  Australian	  distribution	  of	  75%.	  	  	  
Table	  5.1.	  Index	  of	  Community	  Socio-­‐Educational	  Advantage	  (ICSEA)	  Indicating	  the	  Distribution	  





Middle	  quarters	   Top	  quarter	  
School	  distribution	   11%	   22%	   37%	   30%	  
Australian	  distribution	   25%	   25%	   25%	   25%	  
Note.	  Percentages	  are	  rounded	  and	  may	  not	  add	  up	  to	  100	  
The	  School’s	  NAPLAN	  data	  for	  reading	  in	  2008,	  2009	  and	  2010	  indicated	  that	  School	  A’s	  results	  
in	  this	  area	  had	  been	  improving	  since	  2008.	   	   In	  that	  year,	  School	  A’s	  performance	  was	  below	  
the	  average	  for	  Australian	  schools	  serving	  students	  from	  statistically	  similar	  backgrounds,	  but	  
in	  2009	  and	  2010	  it	  was	  close	  to	  both	  of	  these	  averages	  (ACARA,	  n.d.).	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
6	  The	  Australian	  Curriculum	  Assessment	  and	  Reporting	  Authority	  (ACARA)	  provides	  a	  rating	  for	  each	  school	  in	  relation	  to	  projected	  
performance.	  	  The	  Index	  of	  Community	  Socio-­‐Educational	  Advantage	  (ICSEA)	  was	  developed	  as	  a	  means	  of	  comparing	  the	  average	  
potential	  performance	  of	  all	  students	  in	  a	  particular	  school	  against	  other	  schools	  in	  Australia.	   	   ICSEA	  is	  intended	  to	  measure	  the	  
educational	   advantage	   of	   the	   students	   in	   a	   school.	   	   The	   ICSEA	   formula	   includes:	   parent	   occupation	   and	   level	   of	   education,	  
percentage	   of	   Aboriginal	   and	   Torres	   Strait	   Islander	   students	   and	   students	   with	   language	   backgrounds	   other	   than	   English,	  
Accessibility/Remoteness	  index,	  as	  well	  as	  Australian	  Bureau	  of	  Statistics	  census	  data.	  	  The	  average	  score	  for	  Australian	  schools	  is	  
1000	  with	  schools	  having	  an	  ICSEA	  greater	  than	  100	  considered	  to	  be	  educationally	  advantaged.	  Either	  delete	  or	  summarise	  and	  
put	  as	  footnote(s)	   in	  next	  chapter	  –	  too	  much	  detail	  here.	  First	  sentence	  isn’t	  needed	  at	  all	  as	  you	  reference	  the	   information	  in	  




The	  School	  Report	  highlighted	  that,	  at	  the	  time	  of	  data	  collection,	  the	  School	  was	  part	  of	  the	  
National	  Partnership	  Program,	  and	  therefore	  had	  significant	  funding	  to	  develop	  teachers’	  skills	  
in	  the	  area	  of	  reading	  instruction.	  Interviews	  with	  teachers	  indicated	  that,	   in	  addition	  to	  First	  
Steps	   training,	   the	   School	   invested	   in	   additional	   professional	   development	   that	   supported	   a	  
decoding	  approach	  to	  literacy	  instruction	  such	  as	  Promoting	  Literacy	  Development	  provided	  by	  
Diana	  Rigg	   (2009).	   	   The	   literacy	  programs	   for	  each	  year	  were	  developed	   in	   conjunction	  with	  
the	  literacy	  support	  staff	  and	  the	  teachers.	  
The	  Teachers	  and	  Their	  Classes	  
The	   two	   teachers	   from	   this	   School	   who	   volunteered	   to	   be	   involved,	   Abby	   and	   Alexis,	   were	  
unique	  participants	  in	  this	  research	  as	  they	  shared	  a	  double	  demountable	  building,	  with	  their	  
classrooms	   open	   to	   each	   other.	   They	   were	   observed	   and	   reported	   working	   effectively	  
together,	   team	   teaching	   as	   well	   as	   planning	   and	   sharing	   resources.	   	   This	   provided	   the	  
opportunity	  for	  different	  groupings	  of	  students	  and	  enabled	  Abby	  and	  Alexis	  to	  provide	  a	  more	  
differentiated	  program	  for	  their	  students.	  	  During	  the	  literacy	  block	  Abby	  took	  the	  larger	  group	  
of	  more	  able	  students,	  allowing	  Alexis	  to	  provide	  greater	  support	  for	  the	  less	  able	  students.	  	  	  
There	   were	   two	   students	   in	   the	   classes	   that	   Abby	   and	   Alexis	   identified	   as	   having	   very	   low	  
literacy	   levels.	   	   These	   students	   were	  withdrawn	   for	   the	   first	   part	   of	   the	   literacy	   lesson	   and	  
parent	   helpers,	   library	   staff	   or	   Education	   Assistants	  were	   rostered	   to	  work	   on	   reading	   skills	  
with	   them.	   	  These	   students	   completed	  a	  different	  program	   from	  the	   rest	  of	   the	  class	  during	  
this	   time,	   but	  were	   reintegrated	   for	   other	   literacy	   activities.	   	   As	   one	   of	   the	   literacy	   support	  
teachers	   at	   the	  School,	  Alexis	  prepared	   the	  program	  and	   resources	   for	   these	   students.	   	   This	  
program	  included	  activities	  such	  as	  an	  alphabet	  chart,	  sound	  bag,	  sight	  word	  folder,	  Reading	  
Eggs	   (an	   online	   reading	   support	   program	   developed	   by	   the	   Australian	   Broadcasting	  
Commission,	  http://readingeggs.com.au),	  signs	  for	  sounds,	  Fitzroy	  readers	  and	  activity	  sheets,	  
Dianna	  Rigg	  matching	  cards,	  and	  spelling	  activities	   including	   ‘Look,	  Say,	  Cover,	  Write,	  Check’.	  	  
While	  there	  was	  evidence	  of	  some	  appropriate	  support	  materials	  at	  the	  beginning	  of	  the	  year,	  
as	   the	  year	  progressed,	  additional	   resources	  were	   incorporated	  which	   reflected	   the	  material	  
discussed	  in	  the	  Project	  meetings:	  for	  example,	  testing	  was	  used	  to	  identify	  students’	  existing	  
knowledge	  so	  that	  programs	  could	  be	  developed	  around	  these.	  	  The	  sequence	  in	  which	  letters	  
were	   introduced	   changed	   from	   alphabetic	   to	   the	   SATPIN	   order	   (the	   name	   reflects	   the	  
sequence	   of	   the	   initial	   six	   letters	   to	   be	   presented)	   and	   activities	   using	   these	   letters	   were	  
included.	  	  Alexis	  reported	  making	  many	  of	  the	  resources	  demonstrated	  during	  the	  Project	  such	  
as	   ‘match	   to	   sample’	  grids	   to	   support	   these	   students.	  Both	   students	   came	   from	  Abby’s	   class	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and	  are	  represented	  in	  the	  data	  for	  her	  students,	  but	  due	  to	  the	  collaborative	  nature	  of	  their	  
teaching,	  student	  outcomes	  cannot	  be	  ascribed	  to	  one	  teacher.	  
Key	  Finding	  5.1	  
The	  material	  developed	  for	  the	  students	  in	  the	  literacy	  support	  program	  in	  School	  A,	  over	  
the	  course	  of	  the	  Project,	  became	  more	  explicit	  and	  systematic.	  	  This	  is	  consistent	  with	  the	  
Project’s	  emphasis	  on	  synthetic	  phonics	  and	  indicates	  a	  change	  in	  PCK	  and	  beliefs.	  	  
	  
Case	  study	  1:	  Progression	  through	  the	  Project	  	  
Profile	  of	  the	  teacher	  –	  Abby	  	  
Abby	  was	  between	  26	  and	  35	  years	  old	  and	  had	  been	  teaching	  between	  three	  and	  five	  years	  
after	   receiving	   her	   Graduate	   Diploma	   in	   Education	   (Primary).	   	   According	   to	   Huberman’s	  
(1989a)	   stage	  model	   of	   teachers’	   professional	   lives,	   this	  would	   place	  her	   in	   the	   Stabilization	  
phase,	   which	   is	   characterised	   by	   confidence,	   independence	   and	   mastery	   over	   instructional	  
practices.	   	   She	   was	   enthusiastic	   about	   her	   classroom	   environment	   ensuring	   that	   it	   was	  
aesthetically	   pleasing	   including	   a	   reading	   ‘corner’	   with	   beanbags	   and	   bright	   sheer	   curtains.	  	  
Students’	  work	  and	  photographs	  were	  displayed	  around	  the	  room,	  as	  were	  charts	  to	  support	  
students	   to	  work	   independently.	   	   Computers	  with	   educational	   software	   and	   Internet	   access	  
were	  shared	  between	  the	  two	  classes.	  	  	  
Abby’s	   responses	   to	   the	   survey	   instruments	  administered	  as	  part	  of	   the	  Project	  provided	  an	  
overview	  of	  her	  progression	   through	   the	  Project	   in	   relation	   to	  her	  perception	  of	  herself	  as	  a	  
teacher,	  her	  knowledge	  of	  reading	  skills,	  and	  her	  approach	  to	  teaching	  reading.	  	  These	  surveys	  
indicated	   that	   Abby	   had	   a	  moderate	   to	   very	   high	   level	   of	   confidence	   in	   her	   ability	   to	   teach	  
literacy	  related	  skills	  with	  an	  average	  pre-­‐Project	  response	  of	  2.4	  out	  of	  4	  on	  the	  self-­‐efficacy	  
scale	  for	  the	  SLCRLA	  and	  3.3	  out	  of	  5	  on	  the	  TRSES.	   	  The	  overall	  score	  on	  the	  SLCRLA	  did	  not	  
change	  between	  the	  start	  and	  end	  of	  the	  Project	  but	  there	  was	  a	  three-­‐point	  difference	  on	  the	  
TRSES,	   increasing	   the	  average	   response	   to	  3.7	  out	  of	  4.	  Abby	  became	  more	  confident	   in	  her	  
ability	   to	   teach	   reading	  even	  when	   there	  was	  a	   lack	  of	   support	   for	   students	   from	  home	  and	  
students	  were	  not	  interested	  in	  learning	  to	  read.	  
Key	  Finding	  5.2	  
Abby’s	  increased	  confidence	  in	  her	  ability	  to	  teach	  a	  child	  to	  read	  even	  when	  the	  conditions	  
were	  not	  ideal,	  such	  as	  lack	  of	  support	  from	  home	  and	  students	  who	  were	  not	  interested	  in	  




Abby’s	   score	  on	   the	  TORP	  at	   the	  start	  of	   the	  Project	   indicated	   that	   she	   favoured	  a	  decoding	  
perspective,	  although,	  at	  64	  this	  was	  only	  two	  points	  outside	  of	  the	  skills	  perspective.	  	  On	  the	  
Literacy	   Activities	   Survey	   the	   strategies	   Abby	   listed	   were	   also	   consistent	   with	   a	   skills	  
perspective.	  	  By	  the	  end	  of	  the	  Project	  Abby	  placed	  herself	  in	  the	  skills	  perspective	  with	  a	  score	  
of	  74	  which	  was	  still	  towards	  the	  decoding	  end	  of	  the	  continuum	  (DeFord,	  1985).	  	  In	  terms	  of	  
her	  literacy	  knowledge	  and	  ability,	  Abby	  scored	  60%	  on	  the	  TPAA	  and	  70%	  on	  the	  SLCRLA,	  on	  
both	   administrations,	   indicating	   her	   level	   of	   skills	   in	   relation	   to	   literacy	   instruction	   were	  
average	  for	  the	  Project	  participants,	  although	  indicating	  some	  gaps	  in	  knowledge	  and	  skills.	  	  In	  
the	  TPAA,	  specific	  areas	  of	  difficulty	  for	  Abby	  were	  in	  identifying	  the	  second	  sounds	  in	  words	  
and	  identifying	  the	  number	  of	  phonemes	  in	  a	  word.	  	  A	  breakdown	  of	  the	  assessment	  areas	  and	  
scores	   in	  the	  SLCRLA	  appears	   in	  Table	  5.2.	   	  While	  Abby	  scored	  lower	  on	  the	  post-­‐survey,	   it	   is	  
worth	   noting	   the	   conditions	   under	   which	   this	   survey	   was	   administered,	   as	   outlined	   in	   the	  
previous	  chapter.	  	  	  
Table	  5.2.	  Abby’s	  Performance	  on	  the	  SLCRLA	  
SLCRLA	   Pre-­‐	   Post-­‐	  
Phonemic	  –	  Knowledge	   4/4	   4/4	  
Phonemic	  –	  Ability	   9/10	   9/10	  
Phonological	  –	  Knowledge	   1/1	   1/1	  
Phonological	  –	  Ability	   7/7	   7/7	  
Phonics	  –	  Knowledge	   4/8	   2/8	  
Phonics	  –	  Ability	   2/2	   1/2	  
Morphological	  –	  Knowledge	   1/3	   3/3	  
Morphological	  –	  Ability	   6/15	   8/15	  
Comprehension	  –	  Knowledge	   8/10	   6/10	  
TOTAL	   42/60	   41/60	  
	  
Abby’s	  responses	  to	  the	  Program	  Evaluation	  Questionnaire	  indicated	  that	  overall	  she	  felt	  that	  
the	   experience	   had	   improved	   her	   confidence	   and	   somewhat	   improved	   her	   instructional	  
practices	   in	  meeting	   the	   literacy	   needs	   of	   her	   students	   (Table	   5.3).	   	   She	  was	   less	   confident	  
about	  the	  impact	  that	  the	  Project	  had	  on	  the	  outcomes	  for	  her	  students,	  which	  was	  consistent	  
with	  evaluation	  of	  the	  whole	  cohort	  of	  participants	  in	  the	  Project.	  	  Abby’s	  overall	  mean	  for	  the	  




Table	  5.3.	  Abby’s	  Responses	  to	  the	  Program	  Evaluation	  Questionnaire	  








As	  a	  result	  of	  the	  professional	  development,	  you	  are	  able	  to:	   (3.5)	   (3.9)	  
1.	  Make	  clearer	  links	  between	  your	  teaching	  goals	  and	  classroom	  
activities	  in	  relation	  to	  literacy	  
3.7	   4	  
2.	  Use	  more	  effective	  teaching	  and	  learning	  strategies	  appropriate	  to	  
the	  literacy	  content	  you	  teach	  
3.7	   4	  
3.	  Use	  teaching	  and	  learning	  strategies	  that	  are	  more	  challenging	  and	  
engaging	  
3.3	   3	  
4.	  Better	  meet	  the	  individual	  literacy	  needs	  of	  your	  students	   3.6	   4	  
5.	  Link	  assessment	  into	  the	  teaching	  and	  learning	  cycle	  more	  
effectively	  
3.8	   4	  
6.	  Provide	  more	  effective	  feedback	  to	  your	  students	  to	  support	  their	  
learning	  
3.3	   4	  
7.	  Access	  and	  use	  literacy	  materials	  and	  resources	  more	  effectively	   3.4	   4	  
As	  a	  result	  of	  the	  PD,	  your	  students:	   (3.2)	   (3.2)	  
8.	  Have	  fewer	  difficulties	  in	  understanding	  what	  they	  are	  being	  taught	  
in	  relation	  to	  literacy	  
3.1	   3	  
9.	  Learn	  more	  purposely	   3.2	   4	  
10.	  Engage	  more	  actively	  in	  literacy	  learning	  activities	   3.2	   3	  
11.	  Demonstrate	  enhanced	  literacy	  learning	  outcomes	   3.2	   3	  
12.	  Access	  and	  use	  literacy	  materials	  and	  resources	  more	  effectively	   3.1	   3	  
As	  a	  result	  of	  the	  PD:	   (3.6)	   (4)	  
13.	  My	  ability	  to	  meet	  the	  literacy	  learning	  needs	  of	  my	  students	  has	  
expanded	  
3.6	   4	  
14.	  My	  confidence	  in	  teaching	  literacy	  has	  increased	   3.6	   4	  
Note:	  Item	  rated	  1	  =	  strongly	  disagree,	  2	  =	  disagree,	  3	  =	  somewhat	  agree,	  4	  =	  agree,	  5	  =	  strongly	  agree	  
Key	  Finding	  5.3	  
Quantitative	  measures,	  TORP	  and	  SLCRLA,	  did	  not	  indicate	  any	  significant	  changes	  in	  Abby’s	  
beliefs	  and	  knowledge	  at	  the	  conclusion	  of	  the	  Project;	  however,	  changes	  were	  noted	  
during	  classroom	  observations	  and	  Abby	  reported	  both	  improved	  confidence	  and	  improved	  
instructional	  practices	  in	  the	  Program	  Evaluation	  Questionnaire.	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The	  teaching	  actions	  
The	   Literacy	   Practices	   Guide	   (Konza,	   2012a)	   was	   used	   as	   the	   framework	   to	   evaluate	   the	  
classroom	   environment,	   student	  work,	   literacy	   planning	   documents	   and	   reading	   instruction.	  	  
Under	   each	   of	   these	   criteria	   are	   listed	   key	   indicators	   of	   effective	   literacy	   practices.	   	   The	  
following	  classroom	  features	  were	  evident	  in	  Abby’s	  classroom:	  
• Room	  design	  supported	  whole	  group,	  small	  group	  and	  individual	  instruction	  
• Comfortable,	  well-­‐organised	  informal	  reading	  area	  
• Alphabet	  displayed	  
• Word	  walls	  
• High-­‐interest	  fiction	  and	  non-­‐fiction	  books	  available	  at	  variety	  of	  reading	  levels	  
• Take	  home	  books	  
• Books	  on	  tape	  
The	  charts	  on	  the	  wall	   included	  those	  from	  Jenny	  Johnston’s	   (2002)	  Sounds	  to	  Learn	  phonics	  
program,	  which	  is	  used	  across	  the	  School	  to	  teach	  the	  sounds	  of	  letters.	  	  In	  addition,	  each	  child	  
had	   a	   desk	  mat	  which	   displayed	   the	   alphabet,	   high	   frequency	  words	   and	   sentence	   starters.	  	  	  	  
Overall,	   the	   classroom	  environment	  was	  attractive	  within	   the	   confines	  of	  what	   is	  possible	   in	  
demountable	   classrooms.	   	   There	   were	   photographs	   of	   the	   students	   and	   students’	   work	  
samples	  displayed	  around	  the	  room.	  	  A	  document	  analysis	  indicated	  that	  when	  Abby	  provided	  
feedback	  to	  students	   it	  was	  positive	  and	  targeted	  with	  specific	   recommendations	  about	  how	  
students	  could	  improve	  their	  work.	  	  Rubrics	  were	  used	  for	  portfolio	  pieces	  and	  these	  included	  
space	  for	  students	  to	  comment	  on	  their	  work.	  	  	  
In	   the	   first	  observation	  of	  Abby’s	   literacy	  block	  activities,	  prior	   to	   the	  commencement	  of	   the	  
monthly	   Project	   meetings,	   the	   focus	   of	   the	   lesson	   was	   on	   character	   traits.	   	   The	   first	   task	  
involved	   students	   reading	   a	   set	   piece	   of	   text	   with	   expression,	   and	   this	   was	   followed	   by	   a	  
discussion	  on	  character	  traits.	  A	  ‘Sound	  Hunter’	  task,	  where	  students	  scanned	  the	  text	  to	  find	  
letters	  that	  make	  a	  specific	  sound,	  and	  a	  writing	  task	  concluded	  the	  literacy	  block.	  	  	  
The	   observed	   literacy	   activities	   have	   been	   categorised	   using	   a	   table	   format,	   and	   phonics	  
instruction	   classified	  on	   the	  basis	  of	  whether	   it	  was	  embedded,	   analytic	  or	   synthetic	   (Tables	  
5.4,	  5.5	  and	  5.6).	  	  When	  using	  an	  embedded	  phonics	  approach	  the	  teacher	  may	  interrupt	  the	  
reading	   if	   they	  notice	  a	  child/children	  experiencing	  difficulty	  with	  a	   reading	  task	  and	  provide	  
instruction	   at	   the	   point	   of	   need.	   	   Analytic	   and	   synthetic	   phonics	   are	   both	   explicit	   and	  
systematic,	   but	   in	   an	   analytic	   phonics	   approach	   the	   teacher	   directs	   students	   to	   focus	   on	   a	  
particular	  sound	  in	  the	  word	  whereas,	  in	  a	  synthetic	  phonics	  approach,	  the	  students	  are	  taught	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recognise	  the	  sounds	  that	  letters	  make	  and	  combine	  these	  to	  make	  words.	  	  The	  Project	  team	  
advocated	  a	  synthetic	  phonics	  approach	  to	  support	  the	  target	  students.	  
Table	  5.4.	  First	  Observation	  of	  Abby’s	  Teaching	  
Activity	   Emphasis	  
Students	  reading	  text	  aloud	   Fluency	  
Students	  struggling	  to	  read	  a	  word	  were	  directed	  to	   look	  at	  the	  
sounds	  in	  the	  word	  to	  help	  them	  decode	  it	  
Phonics	  (embedded)	  
Abby	   used	   the	   Interactive	   Whiteboard	   (IWB)	   to	   talk	   about	  
character	   traits	  and	  highlight	   that	  actions	   tell	  us	  about	  people’s	  
personalities	  
Oral	  Comprehension	  
Students	  brainstormed	  the	  traits	  of	  characters	  in	  the	  story	   Vocabulary	  
Incidental	   teaching	   of	   hyphens	   to	   join	   words	   together:	   for	  
example,	  hard-­‐working	  
Grammar	  
‘Sound	  Hunters’	   involved	   the	  students	   scanning	   the	   text	   to	   find	  
words	   with	   the	   /k/	   sound.	   	   Students	   were	   reminded	   that	   the	  
sounds	  could	  be	  spelt	  in	  different	  ways	  and	  could	  be	  in	  different	  
positions	  in	  the	  word:	  for	  example,	  cat,	  king,	  duck	  
Phonics	  (analytic)	  
This	   was	   followed	   by	   a	   writing	   lesson	   based	   on	   the	   character	  
traits	  discussed	  in	  the	  first	  part	  of	  the	  literacy	  block	  
Writing	  
	  
In	  subsequent	  observations	  it	  was	  evident	  that	  the	  lessons	  followed	  a	  similar	  structure	  to	  the	  
initial	   observation,	   but	   these	   lessons	   included	   considerably	   more	   explicit	   instruction	   in	  
identifying	   and	   manipulating	   letter	   sounds.	   	   This	   was	   consistent	   with	   the	   information	  
presented	  to	  the	  Project	  participants	  on	  the	  need	  to	  incorporate	  explicit	  instruction	  in	  sounds	  
and	  blends	  when	  teaching	  these	  skills.	  	  The	  following	  example	  illustrates	  the	  approach	  used	  in	  
these	   lessons.	   	  The	   literacy	  block	  commenced	  with	  the	  majority	  of	  the	  students	   in	  the	  group	  
doing	  ‘Buddy	  Bump’	  reading,	  which	  involves	  students	  working	  in	  pairs	  to	  read	  a	  piece	  of	  text	  
aloud.	  	  Each	  student	  read	  about	  a	  paragraph	  and	  would	  then	  ‘bump’	  their	  partner	  when	  it	  was	  
their	  turn	  to	  read.	   	  Pairs	  were	  encouraged	  to	  help	  each	  other	  when	  necessary	  (Annandale	  et	  
al.,	   2004).	   	  While	  most	   students	  were	   doing	   Buddy	   Bump	   reading,	   Abby	  worked	  with	   small	  
groups	  on	  the	  mat	  focusing	  on	  speed-­‐reading,	  aiming	  to	  beat	  their	  previous	  times	  for	  reading	  
the	  same	  piece	  of	  text.	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Once	   this	   was	   completed	   the	   whole	   class	  moved	   to	   the	  mat	   to	   do	   ‘Sound	   Hunter’	   work	   in	  
which	  students	  had	  to	  find	  certain	  graphemes	  in	  a	  piece	  of	  text.	  	  To	  make	  this	  more	  engaging	  
Abby	  called	   this	   ‘Sound	  Detective	  Work’,	  and	  provided	  the	  students	  with	  magnifying	  glasses.	  	  
Students	  were	  directed	  to	  find	  the	  answers	  to	  a	  number	  of	  questions;	  for	  example,	  “Can	  you	  
find	   two	   words	   in	   the	   text	   that	   have	   the	   /a/	   [as	   in	   part]	   sound	   with	   the	   letter	   ‘a’?”	   (see	  
Appendix	   I	   for	   International	   Phonetic	   Alphabet).	   	   Abby	   then	   clarified	   this	   instruction	   by	  
explaining	  how	  this	  was	  different	  from	  the	  usual	  ‘ar’	  spelling	  of	  the	  /a/	  sound	  and	  asking	  what	  
other	  sounds	  the	  letter	  ‘a’	  can	  make	  in	  different	  words.	  	  Other	  tasks	  involved	  finding	  the	  suffix	  
‘ed’,	   the	   ‘oo’	   spelling	  of	   /ʊ/	   as	   in	  book,	   ‘ee’	   spelling	  of	   /i/	  as	   in	   tree,	   ‘a’	   spelling	  of	   /ei/	  as	   in	  
cake,	  rhyming	  words,	  opposites,	  and	  specific	  terms	  such	  as	  the	  word	  that	  means	  rounded	  up	  
the	  sheep.	  	  Abby	  provided	  additional	  instruction	  for	  these	  tasks	  such	  as	  explaining	  long	  vowel	  
sounds	  by	  illustrating	  what	  the	  difference	  was	  between	  the	  names	  of	  two	  students	  in	  the	  class,	  
Jake	  and	  Jak,	  and	  reminding	  students	  of	  the	  words	  antonym	  and	  synonym.	  	  	  
In	  explaining	  the	  rhyming	  task,	  Abby	  said,	  “Take	  away	  the	  onset	  and	  find	  a	  different	  blend	  or	  
sound”.	   	   Students	   had	   difficulty	   with	   this	   task	   until	   she	   explained	   about	   removing	   the	   first	  
letter	  from	  the	  word	  and	  finding	  different	  letters	  in	  the	  text	  to	  replace	  it.	  	  When	  explained	  in	  
these	  terms	  students	  were	  able	  to	  do	  the	  task,	  although	  the	  opportunity	  to	  explicitly	  teach	  the	  
term	   ‘onset’	   was	   not	   utilised.	   	   Abby	   moved	   around	   the	   class	   during	   the	   lesson	   providing	  
additional	  support,	  such	  as	  reminding	  a	  student	  “i	  before	  e	  except	  after	  c”	  and	  discussing	  with	  
the	  whole	   class	  what	  happens	   to	  words	   like	   “’grade’;	  when	   you	  add	   ‘ed’”:	   that	   is,	  making	   it	  
past	  tense.	   	  One	  student	  offered	  ‘knitted’	  as	  an	  example	  of	  a	  word	  ending	   in	   ‘ed’,	  and	  Abby,	  
returning	  to	  the	  initial	  task	  of	  removing	  the	  onset,	  asked	  what	  the	  silent	  letter	  at	  the	  beginning	  
of	  the	  word	  ‘knitted’	  was.	  	  After	  a	  student	  offered	  the	  letter	  ‘k’	  Abby	  explained	  that	  you	  would	  
take	  away	  the	  first	  sound	  of	  the	  word	  not	  just	  the	  letter	  ‘k’	  when	  finding	  rhyming	  words.	  	  This	  
word	  also	  offered	  Abby	  the	  opportunity	  to	  extend	  the	  teaching	  point	  into	  doubling	  consonants	  
at	  the	  end	  of	  one-­‐syllable	  words	  with	  a	  short	  vowel.	  	  	  She	  asked	  students	  why	  the	  extra	  ‘t’	  was	  
added	  before	  ‘ed’.	  	  A	  student	  offered	  “because	  of	  the	  vowel…the	  ‘e’	  can	  reach	  over	  the	  vowel	  
and	   make	   it	   into	   an	   ‘i’[aɪ]”.	   	   At	   this	   point,	   and	   without	   responding	   directly	   to	   the	   student	  
offering	   the	   incorrect	   response,	   Abby	   provided	   the	   answer	   by	   stating	   that	   you	   double	   the	  
consonant	   to	   keep	   the	   ‘i’	   a	   short	   sound.	   	   This	   illustrated	   Abby’s	   use	   of	   direct	   teaching	   to	  
complete	  the	  incidental	  teaching	  point	  quickly	  in	  order	  to	  return	  to	  the	  focus	  of	  the	  lesson.	  	  
The	   follow-­‐up	  writing	  activity	  also	  provided	   students	  with	  practice	   in	   isolating	   sounds	  within	  
words	  as	  they	  looked	  for	  rhyming	  words	  to	  construct	  a	  poem.	  	  The	  literacy	  block	  for	  this	  day	  
concluded	  with	  spelling	  for	  10	  minutes	  using	  ‘Look,	  Say,	  Cover,	  Write,	  Check’	  and	  Word	  Shapes	  
	  	  
100	  
(in	   which	   students	   guess	   words	   from	   their	   spelling	   list	   based	   on	   the	   word’s	   ‘envelope’	   or	  
outline	  shape).	  
Table	  5.5.	  Second	  Observation	  of	  Abby’s	  Teaching	  
Activity	   Emphasis	  
Buddy	  Bump	  reading	   Fluency	  
Speed-­‐reading	   Fluency	  
Sound	  Detective	  (Hunter)	  -­‐	  students	  search	  for	  specific	  
sounds	  in	  a	  piece	  of	  text	  
Phonics	  (analytic)	  
Rhyming	  words	   Phonological	  awareness	  
Opposites	  and	  specific	  terms	   Vocabulary	  (explicit)	  
Recalling	  prior	  knowledge	  of	  spelling	  rules	   Grammar	  (embedded)	  
Writing	  poem	   Phonics	  	  
Spelling,	  ‘Look,	  Say,	  Cover,	  Write,	  Check’	   Graphophonic	  knowledge	  
	  
The	  final	  observation	  in	  the	  Project	  year	  was	  in	  September	  and	  revealed	  the	  continued	  use	  of	  
more	  explicit	   instructional	   strategies	  during	   the	   literacy	  block.	   	   The	   structure	  of	   the	   learning	  
experience	  followed	  the	  same	  sequence	  as	  other	  lessons	  observed	  throughout	  the	  year.	   	  The	  
‘Word	  Detective’	  activity	  in	  this	  lesson	  required	  students	  to	  identify	  words	  of	  different	  syllable	  
length,	   adjectives,	   and	   plurals	   using	   ‘s’	   and	   ‘es’.	   	   Prior	   to	   commencing	   this	   activity,	   Abby	  
explained	  each	  of	  these	  tasks	  including	  having	  students	  clap	  out	  the	  syllables	  in	  the	  words,	  and	  
explaining	  the	  difference	  between	  the	  sounds	  and	  the	  syllables	  as	  “a	  syllable	  has	  a	  vowel	  in	  it	  
so	   bread	   has	   four	   sounds	   but	   only	   one	   syllable”.	   	   She	   also	   included	   incidental	   teaching	   in	  
reminding	  students	  about	  the	  ‘ea’	  spelling	  of	  /ɛ/	  as	   in	  bread,	  and	  how	  to	  make	  a	  plural	   for	  a	  
word	   that	   ends	   in	   ‘y’.	   	  While	  most	   students	  were	  working	  on	   this	   task,	  Abby	  worked	  with	   a	  
smaller	   groups	   of	   students	   on	   comprehension	   activities,	   including	   recognising	   the	   different	  
types	  of	  questions	  (right	  there,	  think	  and	  search,	  and	  on	  your	  own)	  and	  using	  subheadings	  to	  
help	  find	  information.	  	  
All	  of	   the	  observed	   lessons	   included	  the	   following	   features	   from	  the	  Literacy	  Practices	  Guide	  
(Konza,	  2012a):	  
• Purpose	  of	  lesson	  stated.	  
• Activating	  prior	  knowledge	  of	  content.	  
• Modelling	  of	  good	  oral	  reading	  practices	  (fluency,	  use	  of	  expression).	  
• Whole-­‐class	  and	  targeted	  individual	  assistance.	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• Explicit	   instruction	  of	  strategies	   to	  decipher	  multi-­‐syllabic	  words,	   specifically	   focusing	  
on	  known	  sounds.	  
However,	   in	   the	   second	   and	   third	   observations	   (Table	   5.5	   and	   5.6),	   there	   was	   a	   greater	  
emphasis	  on	  explicit	  instruction	  of	  strategies	  to	  decipher	  words.	  	  
Table	  5.6.	  Third	  Observation	  of	  Abby’s	  Teaching	  
Activity	   Emphasis	  
Syllable	  clapping	   Phonological	  awareness	  (explicit)	  
Difference	  between	  syllables	  and	  sounds	  	   Phonological	  awareness	  (explicit)	  
‘Sound	  Hunter’	  -­‐	  syllables	   Phonological	  awareness	  
‘Sound	  Hunter’	  -­‐	  adjectives	  	   Vocabulary	  
‘Sound	  Hunter’	  -­‐	  plurals	   Grammar	  
Recalling	   prior	   knowledge	   of	   ‘ea’	   spelling	   of	   the	  
/ɛ/	  sound	  
Phonics	  (embedded)	  
Question	  types	  and	  headings	   Comprehension	  
	  
A	   document	   analysis	   at	   the	   time	   of	   the	   third	   observation	   did	   not	   indicate	   any	   significant	  
changes	   to	   the	   feedback	  provided	   to	  students.	   It	   continued	   to	  be	  positive	  and	   targeted	  with	  
specific	  recommendations	  about	  how	  students	  could	  improve	  their	  work.	  	  	  
Key	  Finding	  5.4	  
Abby’s	  teaching	  included	  a	  greater	  emphasis	  on	  explicit	  instruction	  with	  the	  whole	  class	  as	  
the	  year	  progressed;	  however,	  the	  content	  of	  this	  instruction	  was	  still	  largely	  determined	  
by	  the	  themes	  and	  texts	  selected	  rather	  than	  being	  determined	  by	  a	  specific	  sequence	  of	  
skills.	  	  	  	  	  	  
	  
The	  Students’	  Performance	  
As	   acknowledged	   previously,	   any	   evaluation	   of	   student	   progress	   over	   time	   is	   problematic	  
because	   of	   the	   number	   of	   variables	   in	   schools,	   including	   the	   sporadic	   availability	   of	   the	  
volunteers	   and	   paraprofessionals	  who	  were	   scheduled	   to	   provide	   small	   group	   instruction	   to	  
these	   students.	   	   Nevertheless,	   it	   is	  worth	   noting	   that	   the	   focus	   students	   in	   Abby’s	   class	   did	  
show	  improvements	   in	  their	  reading	  skills	  from	  their	   initial	  assessments	   in	  March	  to	  the	  final	  
assessment	  in	  September.	  	  All	  of	  her	  students’	  scores	  increased	  on	  the	  overall	  AIST	  and	  SPAT-­‐R	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assessments	   (see	  Figures	  5.2,	  5.4	  and	  5.5).	   	   Scores	   for	   subtests	  of	   the	  AIST	  elaborate	  on	   the	  
overall	  score,	  and	  highlight	  the	  improvements	  in	  specific	  sub-­‐skills	  (Figure	  5.3).	  	  
Student	  3	  received	  small	  group	   literacy	  support	  with	  one	  other	  student	  but	  this	  student	  was	  
not	   in	   the	   School	   when	   initial	   testing	   was	   conducted,	   and	   therefore	   his	   results	   are	   not	  
recorded.	   	   Student	  3’s	  progress	  was	   seemingly	  not	  as	  great	  as	   the	  other	   focus	   students	   (see	  
Figures	  5.2	  to	  5.5).	   	  His	  performance	  on	  the	  AIST,	  however,	  did	  indicate	  a	  greater	  percentage	  
improvement	   than	   his	   peers	   (Figure	   5.2)	   even	   though	   the	   final	   result	   was	   still	   low.	   	   The	  
breakdown	   of	   the	   AIST	   sub-­‐skills	   (Figure	   5.3)	   reveals	   that	   this	   student	   made	   significant	  
progress	   in	  his	   knowledge	  of	   sounds,	  but	   less	   in	  his	  graphophonic	  knowledge.	  This	   student’s	  
initial	  SPAT-­‐R	  total	  score	  and	  non-­‐word	  spelling	  percentile	  ranks	  were	  both	  0,	  well	  below	  what	  
was	  expected	  for	  a	  student	  in	  that	  year	  group.	  	  When	  examining	  the	  limited	  improvement	  by	  
this	   student	   it	   is	   important	   to	  acknowledge	   that	  using	   resources	  designed	   to	   teach	  decoding	  
may	   be	   too	   difficult	   for	   him.	   	   His	   limited	   oral	   language	   skills	   suggest	   the	   need	   to	   start	   the	  
intervention	  with	  phonemic	  skills	  rather	  than	  graphophonic	  skills.	  	  In	  addition	  to	  the	  content	  of	  
the	   program,	   low	   attendance	   rates	   were	   reported	   indicating	   that	   he	   was	   missing	   out	   on	  
learning	  opportunities.	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Figure	  5.3.	  Pre-­‐	  and	  post-­‐Project	  AIST	  subskills	  percentage	  scores	  for	  Abby’s	  students	  	  
	  
Figure	  5.4.	  Pre-­‐	  and	  post-­‐Project	  SPAT-­‐R	  percentile	  ranks	  for	  Abby’s	  students	  
Note:	  A	  percentile	  of	  >1	  is	  represented	  by	  0	  on	  the	  y	  axis	  	  
#	  	  The	  middle	  two	  quartiles	  (one	  standard	  deviation	  either	  side	  of	  the	  mean)	  for	  students	  in	  their	  2nd	  Year	  of	  Schooling	  	  =26	  –	  74%.	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Student	  1	   Student	  2	   Student	  3	   Student	  4	  
AIST	  Subskills	  Percentage	  Scores	  
Consonants	  -­‐	  March	  	   Consonants	  -­‐	  September	  
Vowels	  -­‐	  March	  	   Vowels	  -­‐	  September	  
Consonants	  blends	  -­‐	  March	  	   Consonants	  blends	  -­‐	  September	  




















Student	  1	   Student	  2	   Student	  3	   Student	  4	  
SPAT-­‐R	  Total	  Perceneles	  Pre	  and	  Post	  Interveneon	  
SPAT-­‐R	  Total	  Score	  March	  -­‐	  
Percen}le	  Rank	  for	  Year	  of	  
Schooling	  2	  	  
SPAT-­‐R	  Total	  Score	  September	  





Figure	  5.5.	  Pre-­‐	  and	  post-­‐Project	  SPAT-­‐R	  non-­‐word	  percentile	  ranks	  for	  Abby’s	  students	  
Note:	  A	  percentile	  of	  >1	  is	  represented	  by	  0	  on	  the	  y	  axis	  	  
#	  The	  middle	  two	  quartiles	  (one	  standard	  deviation	  either	  side	  of	  the	  mean)	  for	  students	  in	  their	  2nd	  Year	  of	  Schooling	  =	  27	  –	  70%.	  	  
*The	  middle	  two	  quartiles	  (one	  standard	  deviation	  either	  side	  of	  the	  mean)	  for	  students	  in	  their	  3rd	  Year	  of	  Schooling	  =	  25	  –	  68%.	  	  	  
The	  target	  students	   in	  Abby’s	  class	  showed	  overall	  gains	   in	  their	  performance	  on	  the	   literacy	  
assessments.	   	   The	   skills	   that	   improved	   most	   were	   aligned	   with	   the	   increased	   emphasis	   on	  
phonological	  awareness.	  	  Effect	  sizes	  for	  the	  students	  were	  calculated	  as	  this	  measure	  is	  not	  a	  
consequence	  of	   sample	  size	  and	  provides	  some	   indication	  of	   the	  magnitude	  of	   the	  students’	  
improvement.	   	   It	   is	   important	   to	   acknowledge,	   however,	   that	   “effect	   sizes	   in	   small	   scale	  
studies	  are	  more	  likely	  to	  be	  highly	  variable	  than	  is	  the	  case	  in	  large	  studies”	  (Slavin	  &	  Smith,	  
2008,	   p.	   3)	   and	   it	   is	   not	   possible	   to	   extrapolate	   beyond	   this	   particular	   context.	   	   Although	  
moderate	   to	   large	   effect	   sizes	   were	   obtained	   for	   each	   literacy	   skill,	   Abby	   was	   not	   overly	  
confident	   that	   the	   professional	   learning	   had	   an	   impact	   on	   the	   outcomes	   for	   her	   students	  
(Table	  5.3)	  and	   the	   limitations	  of	   the	   research	  design	  mean	  that	   is	   it	  not	  possible	   to	  provide	  
the	  comparative	  data	  from	  which	  to	  identify	  the	  impact	  of	  the	  professional	  learning	  on	  student	  
outcomes.	  	  Taking	  into	  consideration	  this	  limitation,	  the	  large	  effect	  sizes	  for	  students’	  results	  






















Student	  1	   Student	  2	   Student	  3	   Student	  4	  
SPAT-­‐R	  Non-­‐word	  Spelling	  Perceneles	  Pre	  and	  Post	  
Interveneon	  
SPAT-­‐R	  NWS	  March	  -­‐	  
Percen}le	  rank	  for	  Year	  of	  
Schooling	  2	  	  
SPAT-­‐R	  NWS	  September	  -­‐	  




Table	  5.7.	  Comparison	  of	  Abby’s	  students’	  pre/post	  performance	  on	  the	  SPAT-­‐R	  (percentile)	  and	  
AIST	  (percentage)	  
	   	   	   Pre	   	   Post	   	   Difference1	   	  
Effect	  
size	  
	   	   N	   M	   Mdn	   	   M	   Mdn	   	   M	   Mdn	   	   r	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
SPAT-­‐R	  
Total	   4	   16.12	   12.0	   	   59.75	   71.5	   	   43.63	   59.5	   	   .65**	  
NWS	   4	   12.38	   11.0	   	   30.75	   33.5	   	   18.37	   22.5	   	   .65**	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
AIST	   Total	   4	   43.69	   45.75	   	   71.56	   71.25	   	   27.87	   25.5	   	   .65**	  
Note:	  M	  =	  mean,	  Mdn	  =	  median,	  NWS	  =	  Non-­‐word	  Spelling	  
1	  Post-­‐test	  minus	  pre-­‐test	  	  
**	  =	  large	  effect	  size	  
	  
Key	  Finding	  5.5	  
There	  were	  significant	  improvements	  in	  the	  students’	  performance	  in	  several	  assessments,	  
with	  a	  large	  effect	  size	  for	  all	  assessments;	  however,	  Abby	  was	  not	  overly	  confident	  that	  
this	  could	  be	  attributed	  to	  her	  involvement	  in	  the	  professional	  learning.	  	  
	  
The	  Following	  Year:	  Influence	  and	  Impact	  
In	   the	   following	   year	   Abby	   was	   observed	   and	   interviewed	   in	   order	   to	   determine	   if	   the	  
professional	  learning	  from	  the	  previous	  year’s	  Project	  was	  utilised.	  	  Abby	  had	  been	  transferred	  
to	   another	   Year	   2	   class	   in	   a	   school	   closer	   to	   the	  CBD	  and	  was	  no	   longer	   in	   a	   team	   teaching	  
situation.	  	  The	  ICSEA	  for	  this	  School	  was	  1171	  indicating	  the	  students	  were	  more	  educationally	  
advantaged	  than	  students	  at	  her	  previous	  school.	  	  The	  classroom	  layout	  was	  restricted	  by	  the	  
size	   of	   the	   room,	  which	  was	   built	   in	   the	   1930s,	   and	  while	   the	   features	   remained	   similar	   to	  
those	   listed	   for	   her	   previous	   room,	   there	   was	   no	   space	   for	   a	   comfortable,	   well-­‐organised	  
informal	  reading	  area.	  
At	   the	   beginning	   of	   the	   year,	   Abby	   explained	   that	   the	   School	   based	   their	   literacy	   block	  
activities	   around	  Diana	   Rigg’s	  material	   (Rigg,	   2009)	   and	   expressed	   concern	   that	   this	   is	  what	  
would	   be	   reflected	   in	   a	   classroom	   observation	   rather	   than	   her	   own	   approach.	   	   This	   final	  
classroom	  observation	  was	  delayed	  until	  term	  two	  in	  order	  to	  give	  Abby	  the	  chance	  to	  settle	  
into	  her	  new	  school.	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Abby	  had	  continued	  to	  use	  groupings	  to	  enable	  her	  to	  work	  intensively	  with	  smaller	  groups	  of	  
students	   and	   analysis	   of	   feedback	   to	   students	   in	   their	   workbooks	   indicated	   the	   use	   of	  
metalanguage	   when	   making	   specific	   recommendations	   to	   students.	   	   Using	   the	   Literacy	  
Practices	   Guide	   (Konza,	   2012a),	   it	   was	   evident	   that	   Abby	   was	   using	   more	   of	   the	   strategies	  
identified	  for	  effective	  literacy	  practice	  including:	  	  
• Oral	  language	  opportunities.	  
• Explicit	  phonological	  awareness	  teaching.	  
• Phonemic	  awareness	  in	  context.	  
• Explicit	  letter-­‐sound	  teaching.	  
• Grouping	  of	  students.	  
• Explicit	  vocabulary	  instruction.	  
• Incidental	  practice	  of	  new	  vocabulary.	  
• Monitoring	  of	  progress.	  
• Clear	  purpose	  set	  for	  reading.	  
• Variety	  of	  levels	  of	  oral	  questioning.	  
• Modelling	  of	  good	  oral	  reading	  (prosody	  -­‐	  phrasing,	  fluency,	  expression,	  varied	  
volume).	  
The	   lesson	  began	  with	  the	  class	  organised	   into	  groups.	   	  Groups	  were	  either	  working	  on	  their	  
spelling	   lists,	   including	   using	   the	   ‘Look,	   Say,	   Cover,	   Write’,	   Check	   strategy,	   word	   shapes,	  
sentence	  of	  the	  day	  (an	  editing	  task),	  or	  working	  with	  the	  teacher.	  	  The	  groups	  rotated	  when	  
Abby	  rang	  a	  bell	  after	  10	  minutes.	  
The	   first	   group	   that	  Abby	  worked	  with	  was	   focusing	  on	   the	   ‘oa’	   spelling	  of	   /oʊ/	   (as	   in	  boat)	  
sound.	  	  The	  task	  involved	  copying	  down	  a	  ‘silly’	  sentence	  that	  Abby	  read	  aloud:	  ‘The	  toad	  sat	  in	  
the	  boat	  and	  floated	  through	  the	  moat.	  	  He	  got	  soaked	  and	  began	  to	  moan.	  	  He	  wore	  a	  cloak	  
so	   he	  wouldn’t	   get	   a	   sore	   throat.	   	   He	   began	   to	   boast	   and	  made	   some	   toast	   in	   the	   toaster.’	  	  
Explicit	  instruction	  from	  Abby	  included	  reminding	  the	  students	  of	  the	  ‘ow’	  spelling	  of	  the	  /oʊ/	  
(as	   in	   tow)	   sound	   they	   had	   learnt	   the	   previous	  week	   and	   asking	   students	   the	   term	   used	   to	  
describe	  two	  vowels	  that	  make	  a	  single	  sound.	  	  Students	  responded	  that	  it	  was	  a	  digraph	  and	  
Abby	  prompted,	   “what	   type	  of	   letters	   are	   these?”	   to	  which	  one	  of	   the	   student’s	   responded	  
“vowels”,	   to	  which	  Abby	   responded,	  “so	   it	   is	  a	  vowel	  digraph”.	   	   Incidental	   teaching	   included	  
helping	  with	  the	  spelling	  of	  ‘would’	  by	  reminding	  students	  of	  the	  mnemonic	  device	  “o	  u	  lucky	  
duck”.	  
The	  second	  group	  to	  work	  with	  Abby	  focused	  on	  the	  ‘ow’	  spelling	  of	  the	  /oʊ/	  (as	  in	  tow)	  sound	  
because	   they	  had	   studied	   ‘o’	   (as	   in	   go)	   spelling	   the	  previous	  week.	   	   Students	  were	  asked	   to	  
underline	   the	   sound	   in	  a	   list	  of	  words,	   including	  words	   such	  as	   ‘snow’	  and	   ‘window’,	   and	   to	  
clap	   out	   the	   syllables	   in	   the	   words.	   	   Abby	   asked	   students	   “how	   do	   we	   remember	   what	   a	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syllable	  is?”	  eliciting	  the	  response	  that	  there	  is	  a	  vowel	  sound	  in	  each	  syllable.	  	  She	  then	  went	  
through	  the	  sounds	  in	  the	  words,	  reminding	  students	  that	  they	  had	  learnt	  blends	  like	  ‘sn	  as	  in	  
snow’	   and	   ‘thr	   as	   in	   throw’	   in	   Year	  One.	   	   Following	   this,	   the	   students	   read	   aloud	   in	   unison.	  	  
Students	  then	  worked	  on	  word	  building	  by	  adding	  the	  morphographs	   ‘-­‐s’,	   ‘-­‐ing’,	   ‘-­‐ed’	  and	  ‘ly’	  
where	  appropriate.	  	  Abby	  explained	  the	  different	  parts	  of	  speech	  and	  how	  this	  influences	  what	  
morphographs	   can	   be	   added	   and	   subsequently	  what	   parts	   of	   speech	   they	  may	   become;	   for	  
example,	  “If	  you	  add	  ‘ly’	  to	  ‘slow’	  it	  changes	  from	  a	  verb	  to	  an	  adverb	  because	  it	  is	  adding	  to	  a	  
verb”.	   	   Abby	   also	   instructed	   the	   group	   on	   the	   spelling	   rules	   associated	   with	   adding	   these	  
morphographs.	   	  Students	  recited,	  “plural	  means	  more	  than	  one”	  three	  times.	   	  Students	  then	  
worked	  on	  writing	  sentences	  with	  these	  extended	  words	  while	  Abby	  reviewed	  the	  work	  of	  the	  
other	   groups	   in	   the	   class.	   	   Abby	   explained	   that	   she	   would	   work	   with	   the	   other	   groups	  
throughout	  the	  week,	  so	  all	  students	  had	  the	  opportunity	  to	  work	  with	  her,	  and	  she	  had	  the	  
opportunity	  to	  observe	  each	  student’s	  progress.	  	  	  
The	  next	  activity	  also	  involved	  explicit	  instruction	  followed	  by	  group	  work	  on	  a	  rotational	  basis	  
with	   Abby	   working	   with	   one	   of	   the	   groups.	   	   When	   explaining	   the	   tasks,	   Abby	   reminded	  
students	  of	  the	  sounds	  they	  were	  focusing	  on	  that	  week,	  and	  worked	  through	  some	  examples:	  
“‘e’	  [i]	  as	  in	  sunny,	  where	  does	  that	  usually	  occur?”	  “What	  do	  we	  call	  ‘a’	  as	  in	  cake?”	  Students	  
offered	  “split	  digraph”	  and	  Abby	  elaborated	  on	  it	  being	  a	  vowel	  digraph.	   	  Other	   independent	  
groups	  worked	  on	  a	  Sound	  Hunter	  task,	  a	  cloze	  exercise,	  or	  a	  sequencing	  activity.	  	  	  
The	   groups	   on	   the	  mat	   worked	  with	   Abby	   on	   a	   guided	   reading	   task.	   	   Incidental	   instruction	  
included	   questioning	   to	   elicit	   strategies	   the	   students	   could	   use	   when	   they	   did	   not	   know	   a	  
word;	  for	  example,	  sound	  it	  out,	  clap	  syllables,	  read	  around	  it,	  substitute	  a	  word,	  and	  find	  little	  
words	  in	  the	  big	  word.	  	  Abby	  pointed	  out	  a	  hyphen	  and	  explained	  that	  the	  writer	  wanted	  them	  
to	   read	   it	   as	   one	  word	   and	  made	   the	  distinction	  between	   this	   and	   compound	  words.	   	   After	  
reading	  the	  poem,	  Abby	  asked	  a	  range	  of	  question	  types	  to	  check	  their	  understanding.	  	  	  
It	   was	   evident	   during	   the	   lesson	   observations	   that	   Abby	   was	   incorporating	   more	   explicit	  
instruction	   into	   her	   literacy	   lessons	   than	   she	   had	   been	   before	   the	   Project	   (Table	   5.8).	   	   In	  
addition	   to	   explicit	   whole-­‐class	   instruction,	   Abby	   worked	   with	   smaller	   groups,	   explicitly	  
teaching	   sounds	   specific	   to	   their	   needs.	   	   What	   is	   indicated	   in	   Table	   5.8	   is	   that,	   with	   the	  
structure	  of	  the	  learning	  experience,	  Abby	  was	  able	  to	  incorporate	  a	  greater	  range	  of	  literacy	  
activities	  without	   compromising	   the	   explicit	   phonics	   instruction	   based	   on	   individual	   student	  




Table	  5.8.	  Final	  Observation	  of	  Abby’s	  Teaching	  
Activity	   Emphasis	  
Blending	   Phonics	  instruction	  (synthetic)	  
Spelling	  (‘Look,	  Say,	  Cover,	  Write,	  Check’)	  	   Graphophonic	  knowledge	  
Word	  shapes	  	   Word	  recognition	  
Sentence	  of	  the	  day	  	   Grammar	  
Focus	  sounds	   Phonics	  instruction	  (synthetic)	  
Sound	  Hunter	   Phonics	  
Cloze	  activity	   Comprehension	  
Sequencing	  activity	   Comprehension	  
Recalling	  prior	  knowledge	  of	  reading	  
strategies	  
Code-­‐based	  (phonics)	  and	  meaning-­‐
based	  (whole	  language)	  
Questioning	   Comprehension	  
	  
Abby’s	   classroom	   also	   reflected	   the	   emphasis	   on	   explicit	   phonics	  with	  wall	   charts	   using	   the	  
metalanguage	   of	   literacy.	   	   There	   was	   a	   mix	   of	   teacher/student	   created	   charts,	   such	   as	  
sentence	   starters	   and	   sounds	   in	  words.	   	   Similar	   to	   her	   previous	   school,	   Abby	   had	   displayed	  
student	  work	  around	  the	  room	  and	  filled	  the	  walls	  with	  charts	  to	  assist	  students	  with	  reading	  
and	  writing	  tasks.	   	  Being	  an	  older	  school,	  there	  was	  less	  available	  space	  within	  the	  classroom	  
and	  Abby	  had	  to	  utilise	  the	  enclosed	  veranda	  outside	  her	  classroom	  when	  doing	  group	  work.	  	  
This	  area	  was	  also	  used	  to	  provide	  a	  space	  for	  children	  to	  read	  quietly	  as	  there	  was	  no	  space	  
near	  the	  bookcases	  in	  the	  classroom.	  	  	  
Key	  Finding	  5.6	  
In	  the	  year	  following	  the	  Project,	  Abby	  had	  become	  more	  proficient	  at	  teaching	  explicitly,	  
differentiating	  instruction	  for	  smaller	  groups	  of	  students	  and	  using	  metalanguage	  as	  a	  
teaching	  tool.	  	  This	  is	  indicative	  of	  a	  change	  in	  her	  skills	  and	  beliefs	  about	  how	  to	  teach	  
reading.	  	  	  	  
	  
In	  the	  Teacher’s	  Words	  	  
A	  number	  of	  informal	  and	  semi-­‐structured	  interviews	  were	  conducted	  during	  the	  course	  of	  the	  
Project,	   which	   provided	   insights	   into	   Abby’s	   perception	   of	   the	   Project	   and	   how	   it	   was	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contributing	  to	  her	  teaching.	  	  At	  the	  start	  of	  the	  Project	  Abby	  was	  aware	  of	  the	  need	  to	  teach	  
decoding	  skills	  and	  this	  was	  reflected	  in	  the	  literacy	  support	  material	  around	  the	  room	  and	  her	  
responses	   to	   the	   TORP,	   although	   the	   TPAA	   and	   the	   SLCRLA	   did	   indicate	   some	   areas	   of	  
weakness	   in	  relation	  to	  these	  skills.	   	   In	  discussions	  about	  the	  Project	  earlier	   in	  the	  year	  Abby	  
expressed	  concern	  about	  catering	  for	  the	  needs	  of	  children	  who	  were	  significantly	  behind	  their	  
peers,	  which	  aligns	  with	  the	  Management	  stage	  of	  the	  CBAM	  model	  (Hall	  &	  Hord,	  2001).	  	  The	  
approach	  from	  the	  start	  of	  the	  year	  was	  to	  have	  a	  roster	  system	  of	  parents,	  library	  staff	  and	  an	  
education	   assistant	   to	   work	   with	   these	   students,	   but	   this	   was	   not	   always	   possible	   as	   the	  
parents	  would	   not	   always	   come	   and	   the	   library	   staff	   could	   be	   required	   for	   other	   duties.	   	   In	  
particular,	  it	  was	  difficult	  with	  parents	  as	  these	  students	  had	  already	  developed	  some	  effective	  
work	  avoidance	  strategies	  and	  it	  was	  not	  always	  an	  enjoyable	  task	  for	  the	  parents	  rostered	  on	  
to	  assist	  them.	  	  	  
As	  the	  year	  progressed,	  the	  lessons	  observed	  contained	  more	  explicit	   instruction	  and	  greater	  
use	  of	  small	  groups	  to	  differentiate	  the	  curriculum.	  	  More	  material	  was	  added	  to	  the	  resources	  
for	   the	   students	   working	   with	   support	   people.	   	   In	   an	   interview	   on	   the	   8th	   of	   June,	   Abby	  
expressed	  concern	  about	   the	  advice	   from	  the	  school	  psychologist	   to	  start	  “at	   the	  beginning”	  
with	  Student	  3	  despite	  him	  having	  some	  knowledge	  of	  sounds	  and	  sight	  words.	   	   It	  had	  been	  
recommended	   that	   she	   teach	   a	   sound	   a	   week	   and	   then	   all	   of	   the	   blends,	   rather	   than	   only	  
those	  that	  cannot	  be	  made	  by	  decoding	  the	  sounds.	  	  She	  felt	  this	  was	  time	  consuming,	  as	  it	  did	  
not	  take	  into	  account	  what	  the	  student	  already	  knew,	  based	  on	  what	  she	  had	  ascertained	  from	  
the	   Project	   assessments.	   	   She	   was	   aware	   of	   the	   variability	   in	   the	   individual	   skills	   profile	   of	  
students	  who	  had	  not	  acquired	  the	  standard	  reading	  milestones.	  	  She	  commented	  “so	  maybe	  I	  
should	  move	  him	  on	  to	  blends	  as	  he	  can	  sound	  out	  already”	  indicating	  an	  appreciation	  of	  the	  
need	  to	  establish	  a	  teaching	  sequence	  appropriate	  to	  the	  student’s	  reading	  ability.	  	  The	  focus	  
of	   her	   concerns	   was	   on	   the	   impact	   on	   student	   outcomes,	   rather	   than	   on	   managing	   the	  
implementation	  (Hall	  &	  Hord,	  2001)	  of	  Project	  recommendations.	  	  
Key	  Finding	  5.7	  
Abby’s	  questioning	  of	  the	  approach	  advocated	  by	  the	  school	  psychologist	  indicated	  changes	  
in	  her	  PCK.	  	  She	  became	  more	  aware	  of	  her	  students’	  abilities,	  and	  how	  to	  meet	  their	  
needs.	  
	  
Abby	  and	  Alexis	  also	  made	  use	  of	  the	  support	  offered	  by	  the	  University	  research	  team	  to	  visit	  
and	   talk	   to	   teachers	   about	   the	  needs	  of	   specific	   students	   and	  how	   these	  might	  be	  achieved	  
with	  the	  materials	  discussed	  in	  the	  Project.	  	  This	  involved	  discussions	  around	  the	  sequence	  of	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material	   and	   grouping	   strategies.	   	   They	  were	   able	   to	   identify	  materials	   they	   already	   had	   to	  
achieve	  the	  key	  targets,	  rather	  than	  relying	  on	  being	  given	  a	  set	  program	  to	  teach.	  
In	  the	  final	  interview,	  Abby	  reported	  that:	  
“	  [I]	  found	  the	  Project	  very	  beneficial	  towards	  my	  teaching.	  As	  I	  was	  trained	  
from	  Years	  1-­‐7	  in	  my	  DipEd,	  I	  found	  the	  Project	  gave	  me	  a	  detailed	  background	  
of	  where	  the	  children	  were	  coming	  from.	  It	  gave	  me	  an	  insight	  into	  what	  I	  
needed	  to	  explicitly	  teach	  and	  in	  what	  order”.	  	  
When	   discussing	   how	   the	   Project	   had	   impacted	   on	   her	   teaching	   the	   following	   year	   she	  
reported	   that	   the	   experience	   with	   fine	   grained	   assessment	   tools	   and	   knowledge	   of	   how	   to	  
teach	   reading	   “was	   extremely	   helpful	  when	  preparing	   Individual	   Education	   Plans.”	   	   She	   also	  
used	   material	   from	   Letters	   and	   Sounds,	   which	   was	   introduced	   to	   Project	   participants,	   in	  
particular	   the	   interactive	  games	  on	  the	  smart	  board.	   	  Abby	  explained	  that	  she	  was	  surprised	  
when	  she	  realised	  that	  children	  were	  comfortable	  using	  the	  metalanguage	  of	  literacy,	  such	  as	  
‘split	  digraphs’,	  and	  was	  now	  incorporating	  this	  into	  her	  teaching.	  	  She	  was	  also	  more	  aware	  of	  
the	  impact	  of	  explicit	  instruction	  on	  the	  reading	  skills	  of	  her	  students.	  
Key	  Finding	  5.8	  
Abby	  was	  enthusiastic	  about	  being	  involved	  in	  the	  Project	  and	  made	  use	  of	  the	  support	  
offered	  by	  the	  research	  team.	  	  She	  continued	  to	  utilise	  the	  teaching	  and	  assessment	  
resources	  beyond	  her	  involvement	  in	  the	  Project	  as	  she	  felt	  they	  had	  a	  positive	  outcome	  on	  
student	  performance.	  	  	  	  	  	  
	  
When	  asked	  how	  the	  School	  supported	  her	  involvement	  in	  the	  Project,	  Abby	  relayed	  that	  the	  
time	  provided	  by	   the	  school	   for	   testing	  and	  preparing	  sight	  words	  and	  games	  supported	  her	  
engagement	  in	  the	  Project.	  	  She	  did	  report	  that	  additional	  time	  for	  collaboration	  and	  meetings	  
within	  school	  hours	  would	  also	  have	  been	  beneficial.	  	  	  
Key	  Finding	  5.9	  
Support	  from	  the	  School	  in	  the	  form	  of	  time	  and	  a	  commitment	  to	  the	  Project	  was	  a	  
necessary	  component	  of	  Abby’s	  ability	  to	  engage	  with	  the	  professional	  learning.	  	  	  	  	  	  
	  
Case	  study	  2:	  Progression	  through	  the	  Project	  
Profile	  of	  the	  teacher	  –	  Alexis	  	  
Alexis	   was	   between	   36	   –	   45	   years	   old	   and	   had	   been	   teaching	   for	   more	   than	   10	   years.	  	  
According	  to	  Huberman’s	   (1989a)	  stage	  model	  of	   teacher’s	  professional	   lives,	  Alexis	  was	   in	  a	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phase	  characterised	  by	  Experimentation	  and	  Diversification.	  	  Huberman	  suggests	  that	  this	  is	  a	  
result	  of	  the	  consolidation	  of	  skills,	  which	  occurred	  in	  the	  previous	  stage,	  and	  leads	  to	  teachers	  
trying	   to	   increase	   their	   efficacy	   in	   the	   classroom.	   	   Approaches	   to	   achieve	   this	   may	   include	  
“experimenting	   with	   new	   materials,	   different	   pupil	   groupings,	   new	   assignments,	   different	  
combinations	  of	  lessons	  and	  exercises”	  (M	  Huberman,	  1989a,	  p.	  350).	  	  	  
Alexis’	   responses	  to	  the	  Project	  survey	   instruments	   indicated	  that	  she	  had	  a	  moderate	  (2)	   to	  
very	  good	  (3)	   level	  of	  confidence	   in	  her	  ability	  to	  teach	   literacy	  related	  skills	  with	  an	  average	  
response	  of	  2.4	  out	  of	  4	  on	  the	  SLCRLA.	  	  This	  was	  somewhat	  higher	  on	  the	  TRSES	  at	  3.2	  out	  of	  
5.	  	  At	  the	  conclusion	  of	  the	  Project,	  Alexis’	  self-­‐efficacy	  was	  higher	  on	  both	  measures	  with	  an	  
average	  of	  2.6	  on	  the	  SLCRLA	  and	  3.7	  on	  the	  TRSES.	  	  In	  relation	  to	  the	  SLCRLA,	  Alexis	  rated	  her	  
ability	   to	   teach	  phonics	  and	   fluency	  as	  better	   than	  before	   the	  Project	   and	  on	   the	  TRSES	   she	  
increased	   her	   confidence	   in	   teaching	   reading	   even	   when	   there	   was	   a	   lack	   of	   support	   from	  
home,	   expressing	   confidence	   in	  her	   ability	   to	   teach	  even	   the	  most	  difficult	   students	   to	   read	  
and	  to	  support	  colleagues	  experiencing	  difficulties	  in	  teaching	  reading.	  	  
Key	  Finding	  5.10	  
Alexis’	  self-­‐efficacy	  increased	  during	  the	  Project	  with	  increases	  in	  her	  perception	  of	  her	  
ability	  to	  teach	  phonics,	  fluency,	  and	  the	  most	  difficult	  students	  to	  read	  even	  without	  
support	  from	  home,	  and	  to	  support	  colleagues	  experiencing	  difficulties	  with	  teaching	  
reading.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
	  
Alexis’	  score	  on	  the	  TORP	  pre-­‐	  Project	  (62)	  indicated	  that	  she	  favoured	  a	  decoding	  perspective,	  
but	   this	  had	  changed	   to	  a	   skills	  perspective	   (71),	  by	   the	  end	  of	   the	  Project.	   	  On	   the	  Literacy	  
Activities	   Survey,	   the	   strategies	   Alexis	   listed	   were	   also	   consistent	   with	   a	   skills	   perspective.	  	  
Alexis	  scored	  76%	  on	  the	  TPAA	  and	  78%	  on	  the	  SLCRLA	  with	  specific	  areas	  of	  difficulty	  being	  
identification	   of	   the	   number	   of	   phonemes	   in	   a	  word	   and	   reversing	   the	   sounds	   in	  words.	   	   A	  
breakdown	  of	   the	  assessment	  areas	  and	   scores	   for	   the	  SLCRLA	  appears	   in	  Table	  5.5.	   	  Alexis’	  
overall	  score	  remained	  the	  same	  on	  the	  post-­‐survey	  although	  the	  scores	  in	  individual	  sections	  
changed	  and,	  as	  mentioned	  in	  relation	  to	  Abby’s	  results,	  the	  conditions	  under	  which	  the	  post-­‐
survey	  was	  administered	  were	  not	  ideal.	  	  
Table	  5.9.	  Alexis’	  Performance	  in	  the	  SLCRLA	  
SLCRLA	   Pre-­‐	   Post-­‐	  
Phonemic	  –	  Knowledge	   3/4	   3/4	  
Phonemic	  –	  Ability	   8/10	   10/10	  
Phonological	  –	  Knowledge	   1/1	   1/1	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Phonological	  –	  Ability	   7/7	   7/7	  
Phonics	  –	  Knowledge	   6/8	   5/8	  
Phonics	  –	  Ability	   1/2	   0/2	  
Morphological	  –	  Knowledge	   2/3	   3/3	  
Morphological	  –	  Ability	   10/15	   10/15	  
Comprehension	  –	  Knowledge	   9/10	   8/10	  
TOTAL	   47/60	   47/60	  
	  
Alexis’	  responses	  to	  the	  Program	  Evaluation	  Questionnaire	   indicated	  that	  overall	  she	  felt	  that	  
the	  experience	  had	  improved	  her	  confidence	  and	  instructional	  practices	  in	  meeting	  the	  literacy	  
needs	  of	  her	  students	  (Table	  5.10).	  	  She	  was	  not	  as	  confident	  regarding	  the	  impact	  the	  Project	  
had	   on	   the	   outcomes	   for	   her	   students,	   which	   was	   consistent	   with	   evaluation	   of	   the	   whole	  
cohort	   of	   participants	   in	   the	   Project.	   	   Alexis	   responded	   very	   positively	   to	   the	   items	   about	  
linking	  goals	  to	  the	  teaching	  activities,	  and	  assessment	  to	  teaching,	  giving	  each	  the	  maximum	  
score	  of	  5.	   These	  are	   important	  outcomes	   for	  Alexis,	  whose	  overall	  mean	   for	   the	  evaluation	  
was	  3.9	  out	  of	  5	  making	  it	  slightly	  higher	  than	  the	  3.4	  mean	  for	  all	  participants.	  
	  
Table	  5.10.	  Alexis’	  Responses	  to	  the	  Program	  Evaluation	  Questionnaire	  








As	  a	  result	  of	  the	  professional	  development,	  you	  are	  able	  to:	   (3.5)	   (4.1)	  
1.	  Make	  clearer	  links	  between	  your	  teaching	  goals	  and	  classroom	  activities	  
in	  relation	  to	  literacy	  
3.7	   5	  
2.	  Use	  more	  effective	  teaching	  and	  learning	  strategies	  appropriate	  to	  the	  
literacy	  content	  you	  teach	  
3.7	   4	  
3.	  Use	  teaching	  and	  learning	  strategies	  that	  are	  more	  challenging	  and	  
engaging	  
3.3	   3	  
4.	  Better	  meet	  the	  individual	  literacy	  needs	  of	  your	  students	   3.6	   4	  
5.	  Link	  assessment	  into	  the	  teaching	  and	  learning	  cycle	  more	  effectively	   3.8	   5	  
6.	  Provide	  more	  effective	  feedback	  to	  your	  students	  to	  support	  their	  
learning	  
3.3	   4	  
7.	  Access	  and	  use	  literacy	  materials	  and	  resources	  more	  effectively	   3.4	   4	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As	  a	  result	  of	  the	  PD,	  your	  students:	   (3.2)	   (3.6)	  
8.	  Have	  fewer	  difficulties	  in	  understanding	  what	  they	  are	  being	  taught	  in	  
relation	  to	  literacy	  
3.1	   3	  
9.	  Learn	  more	  purposely	   3.2	   4	  
10.	  Engage	  more	  actively	  in	  literacy	  learning	  activities	   3.2	   4	  
11.	  Demonstrate	  enhanced	  literacy	  learning	  outcomes	   3.2	   4	  
12.	  Access	  and	  use	  literacy	  materials	  and	  resources	  more	  effectively	   3.1	   3	  
As	  a	  result	  of	  the	  PD:	   (3.6)	   (4)	  
13.	  My	  ability	  to	  meet	  the	  literacy	  learning	  needs	  of	  my	  students	  has	  
expanded	  
3.6	   4	  
14.	  My	  confidence	  in	  teaching	  literacy	  has	  increased	   3.6	   4	  
Note:	  Item	  rated	  1	  =	  strongly	  disagree,	  2	  =	  disagree,	  3	  =	  somewhat	  agree,	  4	  =	  agree,	  5	  =	  strongly	  agree	  
Key	  Finding	  5.11	  
The	  TORP	  and	  SLCRLA	  did	  not	  indicate	  any	  significant	  changes	  in	  beliefs	  and	  knowledge	  at	  
the	  conclusion	  of	  the	  Project;	  however,	  changes	  were	  noted	  during	  classroom	  observations	  
and	  Alexis	  reported	  improved	  confidence	  and	  instructional	  practices	  on	  the	  Program	  
Evaluation	  Questionnaire.	  	  	  
	  
The	  teaching	  actions	  
Alexis’	   classroom	   environment	   was	   well	   organised	   with	   students’	   work	   and	   photographs	  
displayed	   around	   the	   room	   and	   charts	   to	   support	   students	   to	   work	   independently.	   The	  
following	  classroom	  features	  from	  the	  Literacy	  Practices	  Guide	  (Konza,	  2012a)	  were	  evident	  in	  
Alexis’	  classroom:	  
• Room	  design	  supports	  whole	  group,	  small	  group	  and	  individual	  instruction.	  
• Alphabet	  displayed.	  
• Word	  walls	  	  
• High-­‐interest	  fiction	  and	  non-­‐fiction	  books	  available	  at	  variety	  of	  reading	  levels.	  
• Take	  home	  books.	  
• Books	  on	  tape.	  
While	   there	  was	   no	   comfortable	   reading	   corner	   in	  Alexis’	   classroom,	   resources	  were	   shared	  
between	  Abby	  and	  Alexis	  so	  students	  could	  access	  the	  reading	  area	  in	  Abby’s	  room.	  	  Similar	  to	  
Abby’s	   room,	   the	   charts	   on	   the	  wall	   included	   those	   from	   Jenny	   Johnston’s	   Sounds	   to	   Learn	  
phonics	  program.	   	   In	  addition,	  each	  child	  had	  a	  desk	  mat	  which	  displayed	  the	  alphabet,	  high	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frequency	   words	   and	   sentence	   starters.	   	   There	   were	   photographs	   of	   the	   students	   and	  
students’	  work	  samples	  displayed	  around	  the	  room.	   	  A	  document	  study	   indicated	  that	  Alexis	  
also	   provided	   positive	   and	   targeted	   feedback	   with	   specific	   recommendations	   to	   students	  
about	  how	  they	  could	  improve	  their	  work.	  	  Rubrics	  were	  also	  used	  for	  portfolio	  pieces.	  	  	  
The	   first	  observations	  of	  Alexis’	   literacy	   learning	  experiences	   included	   the	   following	   features	  
from	  the	  Literacy	  Practices	  Guide	  (Konza,	  2012a):	  
• Purpose	  of	  lesson	  stated.	  
• Activating	  prior	  knowledge	  of	  content.	  
• Modelling	  of	  good	  oral	  reading	  practices	  (fluency,	  use	  of	  expression).	  
• Whole-­‐class	  and	  targeted	  individual	  assistance.	  
The	   teaching	   processes	   during	   each	   observation	   are	   described	   followed	   by	   a	   table	   that	  
identifies	  the	  emphasis	  for	  the	  teaching	  approaches	  being	  used	  for	  each	  activity	  (Tables	  5.11,	  
5.12	  and	  5.13).	  	  The	  first	  activity	  of	  the	  lesson	  was	  Buddy-­‐Bump	  reading	  with	  an	  emphasis	  on	  
expressive	  reading.	  	  Alexis	  directed	  students	  to	  look	  at	  the	  way	  the	  animal	  noises	  were	  written	  
in	  the	  text	  and	  identify	  the	  language	  feature.	  	  A	  student	  offered	  ‘66’	  and	  ‘99’	  and	  Alexis	  added,	  
“good	   -­‐	   so	   you	   know	   someone	   is	   speaking”;	   another	   student	   added	   that	   there	   was	   an	  
exclamation	   mark	   after	   the	   sounds	   and	   Alexis	   asked	   why	   that	   was	   there.	   	   The	   student	  
responded:	  “is	  it	  they’re	  shouting?”	  Alexis	  clarified	  that	  it	  means	  you	  have	  to	  say	  it	  quite	  loudly	  
but	  without	  shouting.	  	  Students	  were	  then	  put	  into	  pairs	  for	  reading	  while	  Alexis	  worked	  with	  
a	  smaller	  group	  of	  students.	  	  The	  text	  was	  basically	  the	  same	  for	  all	  students,	  but	  simplified	  for	  
the	  weaker	  readers	  and	  pairs	  were	  based	  on	  students’	  shared	  reading	  levels.	  	  
In	  the	  group	  working	  with	  Alexis,	  the	  students	  took	  turns	  to	  read	  the	  story	  aloud.	  	  One	  student	  
was	  having	  difficulty	  with	  reading	  ‘their’,	  so	  Alexis	  explained	  that	  there	  are	  different	  types	  of	  
‘their’	  giving	  examples	  of	  ownership	  but	  did	  not	  use	  something	  like	  ‘’their’	  has	  an	  ‘I’	  in	  it’	  as	  a	  
way	   of	   making	   the	   difference	   more	   memorable	   for	   students.	   	   When	   students	   had	   finished	  
reading	  the	  text,	  Alexis	  led	  a	  discussion	  on	  the	  traits	  of	  the	  main	  characters	  and	  how	  the	  text	  
and	  pictures	  in	  the	  book	  provided	  clues	  to	  these	  character	  traits.	  	  Alexis	  worked	  through	  all	  of	  
the	   characters	   in	   the	   story	   with	   the	   students	   suggesting	   words	   to	   describe	   each	   character.	  	  
Alexis	  then	  wrote	  the	  words	  on	  the	  board	  and	  directed	  students	  to	  list	  some	  of	  these	  words	  on	  
their	   work	   sheet	   and	  write	   ‘yes’	   or	   ‘no’	   depending	   on	  whether	   they	   thought	   this	   described	  





Table	  5.11.	  First	  Observation	  of	  Alexis’	  Teaching	  
Activity	   Emphasis	  
Buddy-­‐Bump	  reading	  	   Oral	  language	  
Recalling	  prior	  knowledge	  of	  direct	  speech	  and	  
exclamation	  marks.	  	  	  
Grammar	  
Reading	  story	  in	  pairs	  and	  teacher-­‐led	  group	   Oral	  language	  fluency	  
Incidental	  teaching	  of	  homonym	  their/there	   Phonics	  (embedded)	  
Character	  study	   Comprehension	  
	  
An	  observation	  in	  the	  middle	  of	  the	  year	  highlighted	  the	  type	  of	  explicit	  instruction	  that	  Alexis	  
had	  started	  to	  include	  in	  her	  teaching	  as	  the	  Project	  progressed.	  	  The	  lesson	  commenced	  with	  
students	  reading	  the	  story	  in	  unison	  and,	  as	  in	  Abby’s	  class,	  students	  were	  given	  a	  magnifying	  
glass	  while	  doing	  the	  Word	  Detective	  activity.	  	  Students	  were	  directed	  to	  find	  certain	  spelling	  
patterns	   in	  words	   that	  made	  specific	   sounds,	   suffixes,	   rhyming	  words,	  and	  vocabulary	   in	   the	  
text.	   	  These	   included	   the	   ‘ar’	   spelling	  of	   /a/	   (as	   in	  path),	   ‘oo’	   spelling	  of	   /ʊ/(as	   in	  book),	   ‘ee’	  
spelling	  of	  /i/	  (as	  in	  tree),	  ‘a’	  spelling	  of	  /ei/	  (as	  in	  cake),	  the	  suffix	  ‘ed’,	  words	  that	  rhyme	  with	  
‘peel’	  and	  ‘game’,	  the	  opposite	  of	  ‘hard’,	  and	  a	  word	  that	  means	  rounded	  up	  the	  sheep.	  	  Alexis	  
directed	   students	   to	   find	   the	   correct	   letter-­‐sound	   combination,	   not	   just	   the	   letter;	   provided	  
the	  example	  of	  how	  the	  ‘a’	   (as	   is	  path)	   is	  different	  from	  the	  usual	   ‘ar’	  spelling	  of	  that	  sound;	  
and	   asked	   what	   other	   sounds	   the	   letter	   could	   make	   in	   different	   words.	   	   She	   then	   worked	  
through	   examples	   for	   each	   of	   these	   tasks	   ensuring	   students	   understood	  what	  was	   required	  
and	  had	  at	  least	  one	  example	  for	  each.	  	  In	  doing	  this,	  Alexis	  helped	  students	  by	  directing	  them	  
to	  sound	  words	  out	  and	  prompting	  them	  with	  examples	  of	  other	  words	  with	  the	  same	  sound.	  	  
When	  talking	  about	  the	  suffix	  ‘ed’,	  Alexis	  briefly	  explained	  root	  words	  and	  suffixes	  by	  giving	  an	  
example	  from	  the	  students’	  word	  lists.	  	  She	  also	  used	  the	  word	  ‘carried’	  to	  give	  an	  example	  of	  
what	  happens	  when	  ‘ed’	  was	  added	  to	  words	  ending	  in	  ‘y’.	  
This	  task	  also	  encouraged	  re-­‐reading	  of	  the	  text	  and	  a	  focus	  on	  the	  rhyming	  nature	  of	  the	  text.	  	  
The	  rhyming	  components	  of	  the	  task	  led	  to	  the	  next	  task,	  which	  involved	  writing	  a	  poem	  with	  
an	  emphasis	  on	  rhyming	  final	  sounds.	  	  Alexis	  provided	  the	  final	  sound	  of	  the	  first	  and	  alternate	  
lines	  and	  students	  had	  to	  fill	  in	  all	  the	  words	  and	  find	  a	  rhyme	  for	  the	  other	  lines.	  	  This	  activity	  
started	  with	   a	   brainstorm	  on	   the	   board	   of	  words	   that	   rhyme	  with	   the	   sounds	   given	   and	   an	  
explanation	  that	  some	  sounds	  may	  be	  written	  with	  different	  letters,	  but	  as	  long	  as	  the	  sounds	  
are	  the	  same	  they	  could	  be	  used.	   	  When	  a	  student	  added	  the	  letter	   ‘b’	  to	  the	  end	  of	  a	  word	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that	  rhymed	  with	  ‘lamb’	  Alexis	  explained	  that	  the	  ‘b’	  was	  not	  needed	  because	  not	  many	  words	  
have	  a	  silent	  ‘b’	  on	  the	  end.	  	  She	  did	  not	  use	  this	  as	  an	  opportunity	  to	  teach	  the	  rule	  (if	  a	  word	  
ends	  in	  the	  letters	  mb,	  the	  b	  is	  silent)	  that	  would	  assist	  him	  with	  determining	  when	  adding	  a	  ‘b’	  
would	  be	  appropriate.	  	  Alexis	  provided	  support	  on	  different	  sounds	  and	  encouraged	  students	  
to	  use	  one	  of	   the	  blends	   they	  were	   learning	   to	  make	   a	  new	  word.	   	   The	   students	  worked	   in	  
pairs	   then	   split	   and	   regrouped	   so	   that	   they	   had	  many	   words	   to	   work	   with	   for	   their	   poem.	  	  
Alexis	  also	  worked	  through	  an	  example	  poem	  with	  the	  whole	  class	  before	  they	  started	  work	  on	  
their	  own.	  	  	  
Table	  5.12.	  Second	  Observation	  of	  Alexis’	  Teaching	  
Activity	   Emphasis	  
Unison	  oral	  reading	   Oral	  language,	  fluency	  
Word	  Hunter	  (Detective)	  -­‐	  sounds	   Phonics	  (analytic)	  
Word	  Hunter	  (Detective)	  -­‐	  synonyms	   Vocabulary	  
Word	  Hunter	  (Detective)	  -­‐	  meaning	   Vocabulary	  
Poem	  writing	  with	  an	  emphasis	  on	  rhyming	   Phonics	  (analytic)	  
	  
The	   lesson	   for	   the	   final	   observation	   of	   the	   year	   followed	   a	   similar	   format	   to	   the	   previous	  
observations	  with	  an	  increased	  emphasis	  on	  explicit	  instruction,	  in	  comparison	  to	  the	  start	  of	  
the	  year,	  but	  still	   in	  the	  format	  of	  analytic	  phonics	  rather	  than	  synthetic	  phonics.	   	  The	  lesson	  
began	  with	  Alexis	  asking	  students	  if	  they	  had	  difficulty	  with	  any	  words	  in	  the	  text.	  One	  student	  
pointed	   out	   ‘Egyptian’	   and	   Alexis	   reminded	   the	   group	   to	   look	   for	   smaller	   words	   within	   the	  
word	   to	  help	   them	   read	   it.	   	   A	   student	   identified	   Egypt	   in	   the	   longer	  word,	   and	  Alexis	   asked	  
them	   if	   they	   remembered	  what	   sound	   ‘t’	   and	   ‘i’	  make	   together.	   	  A	   student	   volunteered	   ‘sh’	  
and,	  as	  a	  class,	  they	  came	  to	  the	  correct	  word.	   	  Another	  child	  identified	  ‘business’	  as	  a	  tricky	  
word	   because	   the	   ‘u’	   makes	   the	   /ɪ/	   (as	   in	   pit)	   sound.	   	   The	   students	   then	   did	   two	   timed	  
readings,	  in	  pairs,	  trying	  to	  beat	  their	  time	  on	  the	  second	  attempt.	  	  	  
The	   next	   activity	   was	   ‘word	   detective’,	   with	   the	   first	   task	   related	   to	   syllables.	   	   Alexis	   asked	  
students	   to	   suggest	   words	   that	   had	   three	   syllables.	   	   Children	   offered	   suggestions	   and	   the	  
whole	  class	  clapped	  out	  the	  syllables	  in	  these	  words.	  	  One	  child	  said	  ‘basketball’,	  so	  Alexis	  did	  
an	  incidental	  check	  on	  their	  understanding	  of	  compound	  words.	  	  This	  was	  followed	  by	  work	  on	  
adjectives,	  plurals	   (incidental	   teaching	   -­‐‘s’	  does	  not	  always	  make	  a	  plural:	   for	  example,	  bus),	  
rhyming	  and	  then	  Arabic	  words	  and	  their	  meaning	  as	  these	  appeared	  in	  the	  text.	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The	   first	   group	   working	   with	   Alexis	   was	   asked	   primarily	   literal	   questions.	   	   Students	   were	  
reminded	  to	  use	  the	  subheadings	  to	  help	  them	  find	  information.	  	  Incidental	  teaching	  occurred	  
around	  why	   the	  author	  used	  brackets	  and	   commas	  as	   they	  did	  and	  why	   capitals	  were	  used.	  	  
The	  groups	   then	   switched	  and	   the	  next	   group	   that	  Alexis	  was	  working	  with	  had	  a	   simplified	  
version	  of	  the	  same	  basic	  text,	  and	  the	  questions	  she	  asked	  were	  all	  literal.	  	  	  
Table	  5.13.	  Third	  Observation	  of	  Alexis’	  Teaching	  
Activity	   Emphasis	  
Decoding	  difficult	  words	  	   Phonics	  (analytic)	  
Timed	  reading	   Oral	  fluency	  
Word	  Hunter	  (detective)	  -­‐	  syllables	   Phonological	  awareness	  (explicit)	  
Recalling	  prior	  knowledge	  of	  compound	  words	   Phonics	  (embedded)	  
Word	  Hunter	  -­‐	  plurals	   Grammar	  
Recalling	  information	  from	  the	  text	   Comprehension	  
	  
Key	  Finding	  5.12	  
Alexis’	  whole	  of	  class	  teaching	  included	  a	  greater	  emphasis	  on	  explicit	  instruction	  as	  the	  
year	  progressed;	  however,	  the	  content	  of	  this	  instruction	  was	  still	  predominantly	  analytic	  in	  
that	  it	  was	  determined	  by	  the	  themes	  and	  texts	  selected.	  	  	  	  	  
	  
The	  Students’	  Performance	  throughout	  the	  Project	  
All	  students	   improved	  their	  scores	  for	  the	  assessments	  conducted	  as	  part	  of	  the	  Project	  with	  
the	  exception	  of	  student	  7,	  whose	  percentile	  rank	  for	  non-­‐word	  spelling	  was	  lower	  at	  the	  end	  
of	   the	  Project	   (Figures	  5.6	  –	  5.9).	   	  This	   student’s	  performance	  on	  matching	   letters	   to	  sounds	  
was	  lower	  on	  the	  non-­‐word	  spelling	  test	  in	  the	  final	  SPAT-­‐R	  assessment	  but	  had	  improved	  on	  
this	   aspect	   of	   the	   AIST.	   	   Additional	   information	   about	   the	   child’s	   progress	   is	   required	   to	  
determine	  the	  reason	  behind	  this	  apparent	  drop	  in	  the	  student’s	  graphophonic	  ability	  on	  the	  
SPAT-­‐R	  non-­‐word	  spelling	  test.	  	  It	  is	  possible	  this	  reflected	  some	  aspect	  of	  the	  conditions	  under	  
which	  the	  test	  was	  administered	  as	  it	  was	  reported	  that	  test	  conditions	  in	  the	  school	  were	  not	  






Figure	  5.6.	  Pre-­‐	  and	  post-­‐Project	  AIST	  total	  percentage	  scores	  for	  Alexis’	  students	  
	  



















Student	  5	   Student	  6	   Student	  7	   Student	  8	  
AIST	  Total	  Percentage	  Scores	  
AIST	  total	  March	  
AIST	  total	  September	  
95	  
84	  
100	   100	  100	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   100	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Student	  5	   Student	  6	   Student	  7	   Student	  8	  
AIST	  Subskills	  Percentage	  Scores	  
Consonants	  -­‐	  March	  	   Consonants	  -­‐	  September	  
Vowels	  -­‐	  March	  	   Vowels	  -­‐	  September	  
Consonants	  blends	  -­‐	  March	  	   Consonants	  blends	  -­‐	  September	  
Orthographic	  bonus	  	  -­‐	  March	   Orthographic	  bonus	  -­‐	  September	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Figure	  5.8.	  Pre-­‐	  and	  post-­‐Project	  SPAT-­‐R	  percentile	  ranks	  for	  Alexis’	  students	  
#	  	  The	  middle	  two	  quartiles	  (one	  standard	  deviation	  either	  side	  of	  the	  mean)	  for	  students	  in	  their	  2nd	  Year	  of	  Schooling	  =	  26	  –	  74%.	  	  	  
*	   The	  middle	  two	  quartiles	  (one	  standard	  deviation	  either	  side	  of	  the	  mean)	  for	  students	  in	  their	  3rd	  Year	  of	  Schooling	  =	  25	  –	  72%.	  	  	  
	  
	  
Figure	  5.9.	  Pre-­‐	  and	  post-­‐Project	  SPAT-­‐R	  percentile	  ranks	  for	  Alexis’	  students	  
#	  The	  middle	  two	  quartiles	  (one	  standard	  deviation	  either	  side	  of	  the	  mean)	  for	  students	  in	  their	  2nd	  Year	  of	  Schooling	  =	  27	  –	  70%.	  	  



















Student	  5	   Student	  6	   Student	  7	   Student	  8	  
SPAT-­‐R	  Total	  Perceneles	  Pre	  and	  Post	  Interveneon	  
SPAT-­‐R	  Total	  Score	  March	  -­‐	  
Percen}le	  Rank	  for	  Year	  of	  
Schooling	  2	  
SPAT-­‐R	  Total	  Score	  September	  




















Student	  5	   Student	  6	   Student	  7	   Student	  8	  
SPAT-­‐R	  Non-­‐word	  Spelling	  Perceneles	  Pre	  and	  Post	  
Interveneon	  
NWS	  March	  -­‐	  Percen}le	  Rank	  
for	  Year	  of	  Schooling	  2	  
NWS	  September	  -­‐	  Percen}le	  
Rank	  for	  Year	  of	  Schooling	  3	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Table	  5.14.	  Comparison	  of	  Alexis’	  Students’	  Pre/Post	  Performance	  on	  the	  SPAT-­‐R	  (Percentile)	  
and	  AIST	  (Percentage)	  
	   	   	   Pre	   	   Post	   	   Difference1	   	  
Effect	  
size	  
	   	   N	   M	   Mdn	   	   M	   Mdn	   	   M	   Mdn	   	   r	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
SPAT-­‐R	  
Total	   4	   56.50	   51.5	   	   75.25	   78.0	   	   18.75	   26.5	   	   .65**	  
NWS	   4	   38.25	   30.5	   	   58.25	   47.0	   	   20.00	   16.5	   	   .52**	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
AIST	   Total	   4	   64.75	   64.25	   	   85.25	   82.25	   	   20.5	   21.0	   	   .65**	  
Note:	  M	  =	  mean,	  Mdn	  =	  median,	  NWS	  =	  Non-­‐word	  Spelling	  
1	  Post-­‐test	  minus	  pre-­‐test	  	  
*	  =	  moderate	  effect	  size;	  **	  =	  large	  effect	  size	  
	  
The	  focus	  students	  in	  Alexis’	  class	  improved	  in	  the	  total	  scores	  for	  the	  SPAT-­‐R	  and	  the	  AIST	  and	  
the	   effect	   sizes	   were	   large.	   	   Alexis	   was	   confident	   that	   her	   involvement	   in	   the	   professional	  
learning	  had	  an	  impact	  on	  the	  outcomes	  for	  her	  students	  (see	  Table	  5.10)	  
Key	  Finding	  5.13	  
The	  focus	  students	  from	  Alexis’	  class	  made	  overall	  gains	  in	  their	  performance	  on	  the	  
literacy	  assessments,	  with	  a	  large	  effect	  size.	  	  Alexis	  was	  confident	  that	  these	  gains	  could	  be	  
attributed	  to	  her	  involvement	  in	  the	  professional	  learning.	  	  
	  
The	  Following	  Year:	  Influence	  and	  Impact	  
In	   the	   following	   year	  Alexis	  had	   remained	  at	   the	   same	   school	   and	  had	  another	  Year	  2	   class.	  	  
She	   had	   moved	   into	   a	   newly	   built	   classroom	   block	   that	   provided	   her	   with	   more	   space	   to	  
change	  the	  organisation	  of	  the	  classroom.	  	  Overall,	  the	  features	  of	  the	  classroom	  remained	  the	  
same	  as	  the	  previous	  year;	  however,	  Alexis	  was	  developing	  a	  “living”	  word	  wall	  (Konza,	  2012a),	  
which	  is	  a	  term	  used	  to	  differentiate	  it	  from	  a	  static	  word	  wall	  as	  it	  consists	  of	  words	  that	  the	  
teacher	   and	   students	   generate	   during	   learning	   activities,	   and	   which	   is	   used	   and	   updated	  
regularly.	  	  Words	  can	  be	  linked	  to	  aspects	  of	  classroom	  instruction	  including	  a	  theme,	  area	  of	  
study	  or	  based	  on	  student	  interests.	  	  
Alexis	   continued	   to	   team	  teach,	  working	  with	   the	   teacher	   in	   the	  adjoining	  classroom	  so	   that	  
students	   could	   be	   grouped	   based	   on	   needs.	   	   Feedback	   to	   students	   did	   not	   change	   but	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continued	   to	   be	   positive	   and	   targeted	   with	   specific	   recommendations	   about	   how	   students	  
could	   improve	   their	   work.	   	   Similar	   to	   Abby,	   there	   were	   more	   features	   of	   effective	   literacy	  
instruction	  being	  utilised	  in	  Alexis’	  classroom	  as	  the	  year	  progressed.	  	  These	  included:	  	  
• Room	  design	  supported	  whole	  group,	  small	  group	  and	  individual	  instruction	  
• Alphabet	  displayed	  
• “Living”	  Word	  walls	  
• Word	  families	  displayed	  
• Other	  words	  categorised	  (e.g.	  in	  themes)	  
• High-­‐interest	  fiction	  and	  non-­‐fiction	  books	  available	  at	  variety	  of	  reading	  levels	  
• Take	  home	  books	  
• Books	  on	  tape	  
The	  classroom	  observation	  undertaken	  at	  this	  time	  commenced	  with	  students	  silently	  reading	  
their	   texts.	   	   Students	  were	   asked	   to	   identify	   certain	   spellings	   of	   sounds	   in	  words	   they	  were	  
going	  to	  read;	   for	  example	  the	   ‘ow’	  spelling	  of	  /aʊ/	   (as	   in	  how),	   the	   ‘ea’	  spelling	  of	  /ɛ/	   (as	   in	  
bread),	   and	   the	   ‘er’	   spelling	   of	   /ɜ/	   (as	   in	   pert).	   	   Alexis	   identified	   the	  word	   ‘centimetre’	   and	  
asked	  students	   to	   identify	  why	   it	  was	   ‘tricky’.	   	  She	  elicited	   through	  questioning	   that	   the	   first	  
letter	  ‘c’	  made	  the	  ‘s’	  sound	  and	  then	  implemented	  a	  short	  teaching	  sequence	  about	  hard	  ‘c’	  
and	  soft	  ‘c’	  sounds;	  that	  is,	  the	  sound	  depends	  on	  the	  letter	  that	  follows	  it.	  	  Students	  offered	  
words	  that	  started	  with	  ‘ca’,	  ‘ce’,	  ‘ci’,	  ‘co’,	  ‘cu’	  and	  identified	  what	  sound	  the	  ‘c’	  made	  when	  it	  
was	  followed	  by	  these	  letters.	  	  	  
The	  next	  activity	   involved	  ‘sound	  buttons’	  for	  which	  students	  were	  given	  seven	  counters	  and	  
asked	   to	   find	   the	  number	  of	   sounds	   in	  words	  on	  an	   Interactive	  White-­‐Board.	   	   Students	   then	  
had	   to	  push	  a	   sound	  button	   (counter)	   forward	   for	   each	   sound	   in	   the	  word.	   	  When	   students	  
were	  doing	   the	  word	   ‘wings’,	  Alexis	   reiterated	   the	   sound	   that	   ‘n’	   and	   ‘g’	  make	   together.	   	   In	  
addition,	  she	  worked	  through	  a	  number	  of	  examples	  explaining	  that	  some	  letters	  go	  together	  
to	  make	  one	   sound	  and	   some	   letters	  make	  more	   than	  one	   sound:	   for	  example,	   x	   =	   k	   and	   s.	  	  
This	  activity	  lasted	  for	  20	  minutes	  of	  the	  45-­‐minute	  reading	  lesson.	  	  	  
As	  was	   the	   case	  previously,	   students	  had	  different	   levels	  of	   text	  depending	  on	   their	   reading	  
skills.	   	   The	   comprehension	   activity	   that	   followed	   the	   sound	   identification	   task	   included	   the	  
three	  levels	  of	  questions,	  right	  there,	  think	  and	  search,	  and	  on	  your	  own	  questions.	  	  Most	  time	  
in	   this	   lesson	  was	   dedicated	   to	   the	   explicit	   teaching	   of	   sound	   symbol	   relationships.	   	  Overall	  
there	  was	   a	   stronger	   focus	   on	   decoding	   and	   comprehension	   (Table	   5.15)	   than	   in	   previously	  




Table	  5.15.	  Final	  Observation	  of	  Alexis’	  Teaching	  
Activity	   Emphasis	  
Reading	  –	  Identifying	  sounds	   Phonics	  (analytic)	  
Sound	  buttons	   Phonics	  (explicit)	  
Types	  of	  questions	   Comprehension	  
	  
Key	  Finding	  5.14	  
In	  the	  year	  following	  the	  Project,	  Alexis	  became	  more	  proficient	  at	  teaching	  explicitly	  and	  
her	  instruction	  appeared	  to	  be	  guided	  more	  by	  the	  reading	  skills	  she	  wanted	  the	  students	  
to	  develop	  rather	  than	  a	  text	  or	  theme.	  	  This	  is	  indicative	  of	  a	  change	  in	  beliefs	  about	  how	  
reading	  should	  be	  taught.	  
	  
In	  the	  Teacher’s	  Words	  
Alexis	  was	  very	  positive	  about	   the	  Project	  and	  highlighted	  a	  number	  of	   skills	  and	  knowledge	  
that	  she	  had	  learnt	  from	  her	  involvement	  in	  it.	   	  Her	  comments	  and	  questions	  in	  the	  informal	  
interviews	  throughout	  the	  Project	  reflected	  a	  growing	  awareness	  of	  key	   features	  of	  effective	  
reading	   instruction.	   	   In	   June	   she	   commented	   that	   the	   Project	   supported	   her	   use	   of	   smaller	  
groupings	  of	  students	  within	  the	  larger	  class	  in	  order	  to	  provide	  more	  targeted	  instruction	  for	  
students.	  	  She	  also	  talked	  about	  the	  difficulty	  of	  doing	  this	  effectively,	  reflecting	  her	  focus	  on	  
the	  Management	  stage	  of	  the	  CBAM	  model:	  the	  challenges	  associated	  with	  implementing	  this	  
change	   in	   practice	   (Hall	   &	   Hord,	   2001).	   	   As	   she	   took	   responsibility	   for	   the	   lower	   achieving	  
students,	   she	   developed	   the	   program	   for	   the	   Project’s	   target	   students.	   	   This	   involved	  
organising	   parents,	   education	   assistants	   and	   other	   available	   school	   staff	   to	  work	  with	   these	  
students.	  	  As	  mentioned	  when	  discussing	  the	  literacy	  support,	  this	  task	  was	  often	  frustrated	  by	  
the	  failure	  of	  people	  to	  be	  available	  to	  work	  with	  these	  students.	  	  	  
Some	   of	   the	   instructional	   approaches	   that	   she	   commented	   on	   included	   understanding	   the	  
need	  to	  teach	  the	  digraphs	  (e.g.,	  ch,	  sh,	  wh)	  explicitly,	  rather	  than	   just	  expecting	  students	  to	  
pick	  them	  up	  with	  reading	  practice.	   	  She	  also	  assumed	  that	  because	  they	  knew	  the	  alphabet	  
they	   could	  work	  out	  how	   to	  blend	   them	   together	  but	   she	   realised	   this	  was	  not	   the	   case.	   	  A	  
further	  insight	  was	  her	  recognition	  of	  the	  need	  to	  teach	  both	  letter	  names	  and	  sounds	  in	  order	  
for	  students	  to	  understand	  instructions	  such	  as	  ‘o’	  and	  ‘a’	  make	  o	  /oʊ/	  (as	  in	  tow).	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In	   reflecting	   on	   the	   Project	   the	   following	   year,	   Alexis	   reported	   that	   the	   Project	   not	   only	  
increased	   her	   understanding	   of	   how	   to	   teach	   reading,	   but	   it	   also	   gave	   her	   a	   better	  
understanding	  of	   the	  purpose	  behind	   some	  of	   the	   strategies	   she	  was	   already	  using,	   such	   as	  
timed	  reading	  from	  First	  Steps,	  that	  is,	  fluency	  and	  word	  recognition.	  	  She	  stated	  that	  she	  knew	  
decoding	  was	  important,	  but	  was	  now	  more	  aware	  of	  all	  the	  sub-­‐skills	  involved	  in	  this	  process.	  	  
She	  also	  commented	   that	  where	  she	  had	  previously	  placed	   the	  emphasis	  of	  her	   teaching	  on	  
comprehension	   she	   was	   now	   aware	   of	   the	   need	   to	   teach	   decoding	   as	   a	   pre-­‐requisite	   to	  
comprehension,	   but	   felt	   she	   was	   still	   trying	   to	   get	   the	   right	   balance.	   	   Her	   concerns	   were	  
centred	  on	  the	  outcomes	  for	  her	  students,	  the	  Consequences	  stage	  of	  the	  CBAM	  model	  (Hall	  &	  
Hord,	  2001).	  	  
As	  demonstrated	  in	  the	  lesson	  observations,	  Alexis	  was	  incorporating	  more	  explicit	  instruction	  
into	  her	  whole-­‐class	  sessions.	  	  In	  an	  early	  interview	  Alexis	  had	  explained	  a	  teaching	  sequence	  
for	  the	  phoneme	  /aɪ/ (as	   is	   ‘igh’).	   	  This	   involved	  a	  concept	  attainment	  task	  whereby	  students	  
brainstormed	  all	  the	  common	  ways	  of	  representing	  this	  phoneme	  and	  then	  sorted	  them	  into	  
different	   letter	   combinations.	   	   Students	   then	   completed	   a	   worksheet	   to	   consolidate	   their	  
knowledge,	   which	   was	   followed	   by	   a	   discussion	   in	   which	   students	   provided	   examples	   to	  
demonstrate	  their	  knowledge.	  	  Alexis’	  approach	  to	  teaching	  as	  a	  result	  of	  the	  Project	  involved	  
a	  more	   explicit	   explanation	   of	   the	   focus	   sound	   in	   conjunction	   with	   the	   concept	   attainment	  
task,	   followed	  by	   ensuring	   that	   students	  were	   secure	  with	   the	   concept	   before	   applying	   that	  
understanding	  to	  a	  written	  task.	  	  	  
Other	   changes	   included	   the	   teaching	   of	  morphographs	   to	   the	   Year	   2	   students.	   	   Prior	   to	   the	  
Project	  she	  thought	  the	  students	  would	  not	  have	  been	  able	  to	  understand	  this	  concept	  until	  
the	  middle	  and	  upper	  primary	  years.	  	  She	  said	  the	  students	  were	  really	  enthusiastic	  about	  the	  
task	  and	  enjoyed	   identifying	   the	  morphographs	   in	  words.	   	  Alexis	  also	   reported	   incorporating	  
more	   explicit	   teaching	   of	   grammar	   generally.	   	   In	   addition	   to	   teaching	   approaches	   and	  
resources,	  Alexis	  continued	  to	  use	  fine-­‐grained	  assessment	  tools	  to	  identify	  her	  students’	  skills.	  	  
As	  she	  stated:	  
“I	  learnt	  new	  assessment	  tools	  (AIST,	  Educheck	  and	  SPAT-­‐R).	  I	  learnt	  how	  to	  
look	  at	  the	  difficulties	  children	  have	  with	  reading	  in	  detail	  and	  break	  down	  
the	  teaching	  to	  address	  specific	  weaknesses.	  I	  learnt	  about	  the	  importance	  
of	  direct	  instruction	  teaching	  and	  systematic	  approaches	  for	  teaching	  
weaker	  children.	  I	  learnt	  new	  strategies	  and	  resources-­‐	  YOYO,	  Letters	  and	  
Sounds	  resources-­‐treasure	  chest	  board,	  match	  to	  sample	  board	  etc.	  I	  learnt	  
new	  vocab	  associated	  with	  reading-­‐	  phonemic	  awareness,	  morphology	  etc.	  
I	  learnt	  the	  important	  6	  features	  of	  teaching	  and	  learning	  reading	  (linguistic	  
knowledge,	  P.A.,	  phonics,	  vocab,	  fluency,	  comprehension).	  I	  learnt	  to	  focus	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more	  on	  the	  phonemic	  awareness	  skills	  such	  as	  syllabification,	  rhyming,	  
blending,	  etc.”.	  
	  
Key	  Finding	  5.15	  
Alexis	  identified	  a	  number	  of	  benefits	  from	  her	  involvement	  in	  the	  Project.	  	  These	  included:	  
knowledge	  of	  the	  different	  skills	  required	  for	  reading,	  an	  understanding	  of	  how	  to	  use	  
assessment	  to	  identify	  which	  of	  these	  skills	  children	  require	  assistance,	  and	  a	  greater	  
appreciation	  of	  the	  need	  to	  teach	  skills	  explicitly.	  	  Her	  beliefs	  and	  knowledge	  changed	  as	  a	  
result	  of	  her	  involvement	  in	  the	  Project.	  
	  
The	   key	   features	   that	   Alexis	   identified	   as	   supporting	   her	   professional	   learning	   included	   the	  
length	   of	   the	   Project:	   “it	   is	   good	   to	   be	   able	   to	   go	   away	   and	   implement	   something	   then	   get	  
feedback	  on	  it…it	  embeds	  it	  in	  your	  practice”.	  	  Also,	  having	  other	  members	  on	  staff	  involved	  in	  
the	   same	   professional	   learning	   created	   a	   community	   of	   practice	   and	   enabled	   conversations	  
about	   the	   approaches	   and	   resources	   from	   the	   Project	   that	   they	   were	   implementing.	   	   The	  
School	   providing	   Alexis	   with	   additional	   time	   to	   engage	   in	   these	   consultations	   and	   develop	  
resources	   to	   support	   their	   literacy	   instruction	   further	   facilitated	   this.	   In	   addition,	   having	   the	  
support	  from	  a	  member	  of	  the	  research	  team	  in	  terms	  of	  regular	  visits	  to	  the	  School	  increased	  
her	   involvement	   in	   the	   Project,	   as	   she	   knew	   that	   someone	   would	   be	   there	   to	   discuss	   her	  
practice	  and	  assist	  if	  necessary.	  	  	  
Key	  Finding	  5.16	  
Features	  of	  the	  Project	  that	  Alexis	  perceived	  as	  beneficial	  included:	  the	  length	  of	  the	  
Project,	  having	  colleagues	  at	  the	  School	  attending	  the	  same	  professional	  learning,	  being	  
given	  time	  by	  the	  School	  to	  develop	  resources	  and	  consult	  with	  colleagues,	  and	  support	  
from	  the	  research	  team.	  	  
	  
5.2. Discussion	  
Abby	   and	   Alexis	   appeared	   to	   benefit	   from	   their	   involvement	   in	   the	   Project	   and,	   while	   the	  
students’	  results	  cannot	  be	  entirely	  attributed	  to	  the	  Project,	  there	  were	  improvements	  in	  the	  
outcomes	   for	   their	   students	   (see	   Figures	   5.2-­‐5.9).	   	   As	   shown	   in	   Table	   5.16	   (below),	   these	  
improvements	  are	  commensurate	  with	  the	  overall	  progress	  made	  by	  students	   from	  School	  A	  
who	  participated	   in	  the	  Project.	   	  The	   improvement	  from	  pre-­‐	  to	  post-­‐Project	  was	  statistically	  





Table	  5.16.	  School	  A	  –	  All	  Student	  Participants:	  Comparison	  of	  Pre	  and	  Post	  Performance	  on	  the	  
SPAT-­‐R	  (Percentile)	  and	  AIST	  (Percentage)	  
	   	   	   Pre	   	   Post	   	   Difference1	   Wilcoxon2	   	  
Effect	  
size	  
	   	   N	   M	   Mdn	   	   M	   Mdn	   	   M	   Mdn	   z	   p	   	   r	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
SPAT-­‐R	  
Total	   11	   31.50	   31.0	   	   60.18	   68.0	   	   28.68	   37.0	   -­‐2.936	   .003	   	   .63**	  
NWS	   11	   20.00	   11.0	   	   39.36	   44.0	   	   19.36	   33.0	   -­‐2.671	   .008	   	   .57**	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
AIST	   	   11	   53.36	   58.0	   	   75.27	   80.8	   	   21.91	   22.8	   -­‐2.934	   .003	   	   .63**	  
Note:	  M	  =	  mean,	  Mdn	  =	  median,	  NWS	  =	  Non-­‐word	  Spelling	  
1	  Post-­‐test	  minus	  pre-­‐test	  	  
2	  Wilcoxon	  signed	  rank	  test	  
**	  =	  large	  effect	  size	  
	  
Key	  Finding	  5.17	  
The	  effect	  sizes	  of	  the	  performance	  for	  students	  from	  School	  A	  on	  the	  SPAT-­‐R,	  and	  AIST	  
assessments	  indicated	  that	  they	  made	  considerable	  progress	  over	  the	  course	  of	  their	  
involvement	  in	  the	  Project.	  	  	  
	  
In	   considering	   Huberman’s	   (1989a)	   stage	   model,	   Abby,	   at	   the	   stabilization	   phase,	   was	  
confident	   in	   her	   teaching	   practices	   and	   there	   was	   no	   real	   change	   in	   her	   self-­‐efficacy	  
throughout	  the	  year.	  	  Alexis,	  on	  the	  other	  hand,	  was	  at	  the	  experimentation	  and	  diversification	  
stage.	  	  Consistent	  with	  Huberman’s	  description	  of	  this	  phase,	  Alexis	  seemed	  concerned	  about	  
her	  practice	  stagnating	  and	  was	  very	  open	  to	  changing	  her	  teaching	  strategies	  to	  increase	  her	  
efficacy.	  	  Despite	  the	  differences	  in	  their	  attitude	  to	  their	  teaching,	  both	  Abby	  and	  Alexis	  were	  
open	  to	  the	  professional	  learning	  and	  were	  willing	  to	  incorporate	  new	  ideas	  into	  their	  teaching	  
to	   improve	   student	  outcomes.	   	   The	   teaching	   stages	   as	   identified	  by	  Huberman	  are	  useful	   in	  
considering	  the	  professional	  learning	  requirements	  of	  teachers;	  however,	  these	  stages	  provide	  
a	  general	  indicator	  only,	  and	  do	  not	  necessarily	  align	  with	  years	  of	  teaching	  experience.	  
Key	  Finding	  5.18	  
The	  different	  career	  stages	  for	  Abby	  and	  Alexis	  appeared	  to	  impact	  on	  their	  perceived	  
needs	  from	  the	  professional	  learning	  but	  not	  their	  willingness	  to	  engage.	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While	   their	   beliefs	   about	   teaching	   reading,	   as	   determined	   by	   the	   TORP,	   generally	   did	   not	  
change,	  their	  classroom	  practice	  did	  and	  continued	  to	  consolidate	  the	  following	  year.	  	  School	  A	  
was	  unique	  amongst	   the	  case	  study	  teachers’	  schools,	  as	   the	  teachers	   in	  School	  A	  shared	  an	  
open	  plan	  demountable	  classroom.	  	  This	  enabled,	  indeed	  necessitated	  working	  collaboratively,	  
a	   situation	   that	  Abby	   and	  Alexis	   found	  beneficial	   in	   catering	   for	   the	  differing	   abilities	   of	   the	  
children	   in	   their	   classes.	   	   In	   the	   context	   of	   the	   Project,	   the	   ability	   to	   work	   closely	   also	  
supported	  their	  implementation	  of	  approaches	  recommended	  by	  the	  Project	  team.	  	  Alexis	  also	  
commented	   that,	   while	   supporting	   other	   teachers	   at	   her	   school	   who	   were	   involved	   in	   the	  
Project,	   she	  was	  aware	  of	  a	  positive	  attitude	   to	   the	  Project	   from	  all	  of	   the	  staff	  at	  School	  A,	  
whether	  they	  were	  team-­‐teaching	  or	  working	  alone.	  The	  following,	  case	  study	  B,	  represents	  a	  
more	   traditional	   setting	   with	   teachers	   working	   in	   separate	   classrooms	   and	   meeting	   at	  




CHAPTER	  6: SCHOOL	  B	  
	  
In	   this	   chapter	   the	   beliefs	   and	   practice	   of	   two	   teachers	   at	   School	   B,	   and	   the	   reading	  
performance	   for	   selected	   students	   in	   their	   classes,	   are	   examined.	   	   The	   teachers	   have	   been	  
given	  the	  pseudonyms	  Bella	  and	  Bridget.	  




























6.1. The	  Setting	  
School	  B	  is	  a	  government	  primary	  school	  in	  a	  metropolitan	  area	  catering	  for	  students	  from	  K-­‐7.	  	  
At	  the	  time	  of	  the	  Project	  there	  were	  882	  students	  enrolled	  at	  the	  School,	  437	  girls,	  445	  boys,	  
with	  3%	  being	  Indigenous	  and	  7%	  being	  from	  a	  language	  background	  other	  than	  English.	  	  There	  
were	  53	  teachers,	  equivalent	  to	  47	  full	  time	  staff	  members,	  and	  32	  non-­‐teaching	  staff	  equating	  
to	   19.8	   full	   time	   positions.	   	   The	   total	   net	   recurrent	   income	   for	   the	   School	   was	   listed	   as	  
$6,573,127	  giving	  it	  the	  highest	  income	  of	  the	  three	  schools	  examined	  in	  this	  study.	  	  	  
The	   Index	   of	   Community	   Socio-­‐Educational	   Advantage	   (ICSEA)	   for	   the	   School	   was	   998,	   the	  
average	   being	   1000.	   	   The	   distribution	   of	   students	   as	   presented	   in	   Table	   6.1	   indicates	   that	  
students	   in	   School	   B	   were	   more	   disadvantaged	   than	   the	   Australian	   average,	   with	   39%	   of	  
students	  in	  the	  bottom	  quarter	  compared	  to	  25%	  of	  the	  overall	  Australian	  population.	  School	  B	  
had	  69%	  of	  their	  students	   in	  the	  middle	  and	  top	  quarters	  compared	  to	  the	  overall	  Australian	  
figure	  of	  75%.	  
Table	  6.1.	  Index	  of	  Community	  Socio-­‐Educational	  Advantage	  (ICSEA)	  Indicating	  the	  






Middle	  quarters	   Top	  quarter	  
School	  distribution	   39%	   20%	   37%	   12%	  
Australian	  distribution	   25%	   25%	   25%	   25%	  
	  
	  
Note.	  Percentages	  are	  rounded	  and	  may	  not	  add	  up	  to	  100	  
The	   School’s	  NAPLAN	  data	   for	   2010	   indicated	   that	   a	   greater	   percentage	  of	   Years	   3,	   5	   and	  7	  
students	  achieved	  the	  National	  Minimum	  Standards	   in	  all	  areas	  when	  compared	  to	  the	  2008	  
and	   2009	   results.	   	   Exceptions	   were	   in	   Year	   5	   Reading,	   Year	   5	   Spelling	   and	   Year	   7	   Writing.	  	  
Results	  for	  reading	  in	  2008	  indicated	  that	  the	  students’	  performance	  across	  all	  three	  years	  was	  
similar	  to	  the	  national	  average	  and	  the	  average	  for	  schools	  serving	  students	  from	  statistically	  
similar	  backgrounds.	  	  In	  2009,	  Year	  7	  performance	  was	  below	  the	  national	  average	  and	  in	  2010	  
Year	  3	  was	  below	  the	  national	  average	  (ACARA,	  n.d.).	  
School	  B’s	   2010	   report	   foregrounded	   the	  NAPLAN	   results	   and	   the	   strategies	   that	   the	   School	  
was	  undertaking	  to	  improve	  these	  results.	  	  The	  report	  emphasised	  that	  literacy	  would	  continue	  
to	  be	  a	  focus	  for	  the	  School	  in	  2011	  and	  listed	  the	  use	  of	  First	  Steps	  resources	  across	  all	  years;	  
the	  promotion	  of	  the	  Lexile	  Reading	  Program	  in	  Years	  4	  to	  7;	  enhancement	  of	  the	  Kindergarten	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and	  Pre-­‐Primary	  Home	  Reading	  Program;	  maintenance	  of	  the	  Diana	  Rigg	  phonemic	  awareness	  
strategies	  and	  diagnostic	  assessments	  for	  students	   in	  Years	  1-­‐7;	  the	  continued	  assessment	  of	  
students	   in	  Kindergarten	  and	  Pre-­‐Primary	   years	   through	   the	   Literacy	   Screening	  Program	  and	  
the	  Literacy	  Support	  Program	  for	  students	  at	  risk;	  retention	  of	  the	  Intensive	  Language-­‐Speech	  
Early	   Intervention	  program	  to	  support	  Kindergarten	  and	  Pre-­‐Primary	  students	  at	  risk;	  a	  focus	  
on	   spelling	   across	   all	   year	   levels	   with	   the	  Words	   Their	  Way	   spelling	   program	   introduced	   in	  
Years	  3	  to	  7;	  and	  the	  introduction	  of	  a	  Holiday	  Reading	  Program	  for	  students	  in	  Kindergarten	  
to	  Year	  3.	  	  	  
The	  School	  developed	  a	   literacy	  overview	   for	  each	  year	   that	   identified	  what	   teachers	   should	  
focus	   on	   each	   term.	   	   This	   was	   divided	   under	   the	   headings:	   Use	   of	   Texts,	   Contextual	  
Understandings,	  Conventions	  and,	  Processes	  and	  Strategies.	   	   In	   the	   reading	  overview,	   fiction	  
and	   non-­‐fiction	   text	   types	   were	   specified	   followed	   by	   reference	   to	   a	   number	   of	   First	   Steps	  
teaching	  activities.	   	   This	  pattern	  was	   repeated	   for	  Contextual	  Understanding,	  but	   again	  with	  
only	  the	  First	  Steps	  strategies	  listed.	  	  Under	  Processes	  and	  Strategies,	  the	  column	  was	  divided	  
into	   two	   aspects:	   learning	   to	   read	   and	   reading	   to	   learn.	   	  Under	   reading	   to	   learn,	  First	   Steps	  
strategies	  were	   identified.	   	   Approaches	   under	   learning	   to	   read	   included	   assessment	   in	   term	  
one	  using	  the	  Waddington	  Reading	  Test	  and	  the	  Diana	  Rigg	  Literacy	  Screener	  Test.	   	  Teachers	  
were	  also	  given	  a	  file	  at	  the	  beginning	  of	  the	  year	  containing	  the	  assessment	  tools	  they	  could	  
use.	  	  The	  South	  Australian	  Spelling	  Test	  and	  the	  Words	  their	  Way	  checklist,	  which	  identified	  the	  
sounds	  the	  students	  needed	  to	  focus,	  were	  in	  the	  file	  although	  they	  were	  not	  mentioned	  in	  the	  
Literacy	  Overview.	  
Teachers	  were	  also	  directed	   to	  use	  Running	  Records	   for	  Students	  At	  Educational	  Risk	   (SAER)	  
and	  to	  develop	  literacy	  intervention	  programs	  for	  these	  students.	  	  In	  term	  four,	  teachers	  were	  
to	  use	  the	  Year	  3	  NAPLAN	  literacy	  Planner	  Schedule	  guideline	  to	  improve	  their	  students’	  skills	  
as	  well	  as	  Running	  Records	  for	  SAER.	  	  
The	  following	  strategies	  were	  recommended	  to	  assist	  students	  to	  learn	  to	  read:	  
• Word	  identification	  strategies	  such	  as	  sounding	  out	  phonemes	  and	  syllable	  chunks.	  
• Common	  letter/sound	  relationships.	  	  
• Strategies	  such	  as	  self-­‐questioning,	  self-­‐correcting,	  pausing,	  rereading	  and	  substituting	  
words	  to	  maintain	  meaning.	  
• Strategies	   for	  comprehending	  texts	  using	  knowledge	  of	  text	  types	  such	  as	   identifying	  
the	  link	  between	  ideas	  that	  are	  directly	  stated	  and	  located	  close	  together	  and	  recalling	  
key	  ideas	  from	  reading.	  
• Text	  selection	  strategies	  (in	  term	  one	  only).	  
• Strategies	  for	  locating	  information.	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It	   is	  noteworthy	   that,	   in	   this	  particular	   school	  document,	  no	  strategies	   are	   listed	  against	   the	  
category	   of	   common	   letter/sound	   relationships	   reflecting	   perhaps	   an	   assumption	   that	  
everyone	   knows	   how	   to	   teach	   these	   in	   an	   effective	  way.	   	   Examination	   of	   these	   documents	  
indicates	  that	  the	  School	  used	  a	  range	  of	  First	  Steps	  material	  in	  their	  planning.	  	  Although	  there	  
was	   no	   school-­‐generated	   scope	   and	   sequence	   document,	   Literacy	   Intervention	   Plans	   were	  
developed	  for	  SAER	  based	  on	  the	  results	  of	  the	  tests	  teachers	  administered	  at	  the	  start	  of	  the	  
year.	  	  	  
The	  Teachers	  and	  their	  Classes	  	  
Bella	  and	  Bridget	  taught	  in	  separate	  classrooms	  some	  distance	  from	  each	  other	  on	  the	  school	  
grounds.	  	  Bridget	  taught	  part	  time	  and	  her	  classroom	  was	  part	  of	  a	  block	  of	  classrooms.	  	  Bella	  
was	  teaching	  full	  time	  and	  her	  classroom	  was	  one	  of	  several	  demountable	  classrooms	  grouped	  
together.	   	   They	  would	  meet	   regularly	  with	  other	   teachers	   to	  discuss	   the	   literacy	  progress	  of	  
their	  students.	  	  	  
Case	  study	  3:	  Progression	  through	  the	  Project	  
Profile	  of	  the	  teacher	  -­‐	  Bella	  
Bella	  was	  between	  26	  and	  35	  years	  old	  and	  had	  been	  teaching	  between	  three	  and	  five	  years.	  	  
According	  to	  Huberman’s	  (1989a)	  stage	  model	  of	  teachers’	  professional	  lives,	  this	  would	  place	  
her	   in	   the	   Stabilization	   phase,	   which	   is	   characterised	   by	   confidence,	   independence	   and	  
mastery	   over	   instructional	   practices.	   	   This	   was	   evident	   in	   Bella’s	   instructional	   environment,	  
which	  included	  a	  well-­‐organised	  classroom	  and	  an	  emphasis	  on	  students	  being	  organised	  and	  
independent	   learners.	   	   There	   was	   also	   an	   element	   of	   Huberman’s	   ‘stocktaking	   and	  
interrogation’	   reflected	   in	   her	   discussion	   with	   the	   Researcher	   about	   other	   possible	   career	  
paths.	  	  	  
Bella’s	   classroom	   had	   students’	   work	   displayed	   around	   the	   room	   and	   charts	   organised	   in	  
specific	   areas	   to	   support	   students	   when	   working	   independently.	   	   There	   were	   several	  
computers	  with	  educational	  software	  and	  Internet	  access	  in	  the	  room.	  	  An	  Education	  Assistant	  
worked	   in	   the	   classroom	   once	   a	   week	   to	   assist	   Bella	   with	   various	   tasks	   and	   parent	   helpers	  
assisted	  with	  reading	  every	  Friday.	  	  	  
Bella’s	   responses	   to	   the	   survey	   instruments	   administered	   pre-­‐	   and	   post	   Project	   provided	   a	  
profile	  of	  her	  progression	  through	  the	  Project.	  	  Her	  responses	  on	  the	  self-­‐efficacy	  component	  
of	   the	   SLCRLA	   and	   the	   TRSES	   indicated	   that	   she	   had	   a	   moderate	   to	   very	   good	   level	   of	  
confidence	  in	  her	  ability	  to	  teach	  literacy	  related	  skills.	  	  Her	  average	  pre-­‐test	  response	  on	  the	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SLCRLA	  was	  2.6	  out	  of	  4	  and	  3.2	  out	  of	  5	  on	  the	  TRSES.	  	  In	  the	  post-­‐test	  this	  had	  increased	  to	  
an	   average	   of	   2.8	   on	   the	   SLCRLA	   and	   3.5	   on	   the	   TRSES,	   moving	   her	   closer	   towards	   rating	  
herself	   very	  good	  on	  all	   of	   the	   items.	   	   Specifically,	  her	   confidence	   increased	   in	  her	  ability	   to	  
teach	  reading,	  even	  when	  there	  was	  a	  lack	  of	  support	  from	  home,	  and	  her	  belief	  that	  if	  a	  child	  
was	  not	  learning	  to	  read	  it	  was	  because	  she	  had	  not	  taught	  them	  properly.	  	  	  
Key	  Finding	  6.1	  
Bella	  now	  places	  greater	  emphasis	  on	  the	  impact	  of	  her	  teaching	  on	  student	  outcomes	  than	  
on	  external	  factors,	  such	  as	  support	  from	  home,	  indicating	  a	  change	  in	  her	  belief	  about	  her	  
influence	  on	  children’s	  reading	  development.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
	  
Bella’s	  score	  on	  the	  TORP	  was	  87	  at	  the	  start	  of	  the	  Project	  indicating	  that	  she	  favoured	  a	  skills	  
perspective.	  	  This	  was	  consolidated	  throughout	  the	  Project	  with	  a	  score	  of	  96,	  also	  in	  the	  skills	  
perspective,	  by	  the	  end	  of	  the	  Project,	  and	  was	  consistent	  with	  the	  strategies	  she	  indicated	  on	  
the	  Literacy	  Activities	  Survey.	  	  In	  the	  TPAA,	  Bella	  experienced	  difficulty	  with	  identifying	  the	  first	  
and	  second	  sounds	  in	  words,	  identifying	  the	  number	  of	  phonemes	  in	  words	  and	  reversing	  the	  
order	  of	   these	  phonemes.	   	   She	   scored	  40%	  on	   this	  assessment.	   	  Bella’s	   level	  of	   skills	  on	   the	  
SLCRLA	  at	  the	  start	  of	  the	  Project	  was	  also	  40%	  and	  this	  had	   increased	  to	  52%	  by	  the	  end	  of	  
the	   Project	   (Table	   6.2).	   	   Lower	   scores	   on	   some	   skills	   in	   the	   post-­‐test	   support	   the	   view	   that	  
improvement	  may	  have	  been	  greater	  had	  the	  conditions	  of	  the	  post-­‐test	  been	  more	  ideal.	  
Table	  6.2.	  Bella’s	  Performance	  on	  the	  SLCRLA	  
SLCRLA	   Pre-­‐	   Post-­‐	  
Phonemic	  –	  Knowledge	   0/4	   3/4	  
Phonemic	  –	  Ability	   6/10	   9/10	  
Phonological	  –	  Knowledge	   0/1	   0/1	  
Phonological	  –	  Ability	   7/7	   6/7	  
Phonics	  –	  Knowledge	   4/8	   2/8	  
Phonics	  –	  Ability	   2/2	   0/2	  
Morphological	  –	  Knowledge	   0/3	   1/3	  
Morphological	  –	  Ability	   0/15	   4/15	  
Comprehension	  –	  Knowledge	   5/10	   6/10	  




Despite	   the	   increase	   in	   self-­‐efficacy	   and	   skills,	   Bella’s	   responses	   to	   the	   Program	   Evaluation	  
Questionnaire	   indicated	   that	   she	   felt	   she	   had	   gained	   little	   from	   the	  Project	  with	   an	   average	  
score	   of	   2.3	   compared	   to	   the	  mean	   of	   3.4	   for	   all	   participants	   (Table	   6.3).	   	   Specifically,	   she	  
disagreed	   that	   the	   Project	   improved	   her	   self-­‐efficacy	   and	   ability	   in	   relation	   to	   meeting	   the	  
literacy	  needs	  of	   her	   students	   and	   strongly	  disagreed	   that	   it	   enabled	  her	   to	   link	   assessment	  
into	  the	  teaching	  and	   learning	  cycle	  more	  effectively	  and	  provide	  more	  effective	  feedback	  to	  
her	  students	  to	  support	  their	  learning.	  
Table	  6.3.	  Bella’s	  Responses	  to	  the	  Program	  Evaluation	  Questionnaire	  








As	  a	  result	  of	  the	  professional	  development,	  you	  are	  able	  to:	   (3.5)	   (2.2)	  
1.	  Make	  clearer	  links	  between	  your	  teaching	  goals	  and	  classroom	  activities	  
in	  relation	  to	  literacy	  
3.7	   3	  
2.	  Use	  more	  effective	  teaching	  and	  learning	  strategies	  appropriate	  to	  the	  
literacy	  content	  you	  teach	  
3.7	   4	  
3.	  Use	  teaching	  and	  learning	  strategies	  that	  are	  more	  challenging	  and	  
engaging	  
3.3	   3	  
4.	  Better	  meet	  the	  individual	  literacy	  needs	  of	  your	  students	   3.6	   2	  
5.	  Link	  assessment	  into	  the	  teaching	  and	  learning	  cycle	  more	  effectively	   3.8	   1	  
6.	  Provide	  more	  effective	  feedback	  to	  your	  students	  to	  support	  their	  
learning	  
3.3	   1	  
7.	  Access	  and	  use	  literacy	  materials	  and	  resources	  more	  effectively	   3.4	   2	  
As	  a	  result	  of	  the	  PD,	  your	  students:	   (3.2)	   (2.4)	  
8.	  Have	  fewer	  difficulties	  in	  understanding	  what	  they	  are	  being	  taught	  in	  
relation	  to	  literacy	  
3.1	   2	  
9.	  Learn	  more	  purposely	   3.2	   2	  
10.	  Engage	  more	  actively	  in	  literacy	  learning	  activities	   3.2	   3	  
11.	  Demonstrate	  enhanced	  literacy	  learning	  outcomes	   3.2	   2	  
12.	  Access	  and	  use	  literacy	  materials	  and	  resources	  more	  effectively	   3.1	   3	  
As	  a	  result	  of	  the	  PD:	   (3.6)	   (2)	  
13.	  My	  ability	  to	  meet	  the	  literacy	  learning	  needs	  of	  my	  students	  has	  
expanded	  
3.6	   2	  
14.	  My	  confidence	  in	  teaching	  literacy	  has	  increased	   3.6	   2	  
Note:	  Item	  rated	  1	  =	  strongly	  disagree,	  2	  =	  disagree,	  3	  =	  somewhat	  agree,	  4	  =	  agree,	  5	  =	  strongly	  agree	  
	  	  
133	  
Key	  Finding	  6.2	  
Bella’s	  self-­‐efficacy	  and	  knowledge	  improved	  during	  the	  course	  of	  the	  Project.	  	  On	  the	  
Program	  Evaluation	  Questionnaire,	  she	  reported	  that	  she	  was	  able	  to	  use	  more	  effective	  
teaching	  and	  learning	  strategies	  for	  literacy	  instruction	  but	  her	  overall	  response	  to	  this	  
questionnaire	  indicated	  that	  she	  did	  not	  believe	  the	  Project	  had	  a	  positive	  impact	  on	  her	  
teaching.	  	  
	  
The	  teaching	  actions	  
The	   Literacy	   Practices	   Guide	   (Konza,	   2012a)	   was	   used	   as	   the	   framework	   to	   evaluate	   the	  
classroom	   environment,	   student	  work,	   literacy	   planning	   documents	   and	   reading	   instruction.	  
The	  following	  classroom	  features	  were	  evident	  in	  Bella’s	  classroom:	  
• Room	  design	  supported	  whole	  group,	  small	  group	  and	  individual	  instruction	  
• Alphabet	  displayed	  
• “Living”	  word	  walls	  
• High-­‐interest	  fiction	  and	  non-­‐fiction	  books	  available	  at	  variety	  of	  reading	  levels	  
• Take	  home	  books	  
There	  were	  also	  word	  lists	  based	  on	  sounds	  including	  digraphs	  and	  blends	  as	  well	  as	  sight	  word	  
charts	   around	   the	   room.	   	   A	   document	   study	   revealed	   that	   a	   number	   of	   different	   student	  
workbooks	  were	  used	  for	  literacy	  activities	  including:	  have-­‐a-­‐go	  pads;	  spelling	  books	  using	  the	  
‘Look,	   Say,	   Cover,	  Write	  Check’	   strategy;	   language	   skills	   books	  with	   grammar	  work	   including	  
types	  of	  sentence,	  narrative	  writing,	  narrative	  elements,	  punctuation,	  alternative	  endings	  and	  
conjunctions;	   literacy	   books	   with	   work	   on	   comprehension,	   sequencing,	   read	   and	   draw	  
activities,	   components	   of	   stories	   reading	   task	   sheets	   and	   cloze	   activities.	   	   There	   was	   also	   a	  
collection	  of	  graded	  guided	  reading	  books	  and	  student	  folders.	  	  Feedback	  to	  students	  in	  these	  
books	  was	  generally	  in	  the	  form	  of	  a	  tick	  or	  positive	  comment.	  	  
Observations	   of	   Bella’s	   literacy	   lessons	   were	   undertaken	   once	   in	   April	   before	   the	   monthly	  
Project	  meetings	  commenced	  and	  then	  in	  May	  and	  June	  while	  regular	  Project	  meetings	  were	  
being	  held.	   	  Bella	  had	  a	  practicum	  student	   taking	  her	  class	   in	  September	   so	  no	  observations	  
were	   conducted	   at	   this	   time.	   	   Interviews	  were	   conducted	   after	   each	   of	   these	   observations,	  
with	  an	  additional	  longer	  interview	  being	  conducted	  in	  June,	  and	  again	  in	  September,	  despite	  
there	   being	   no	   observation	   at	   that	   time.	   	   During	   lesson	   observations,	   the	   teaching	   actions	  
were	  recorded	  and	  are	  reported	  below	   in	  conjunction	  with	  tables	   that	   identify	   the	  emphasis	  
for	  the	  teaching	  actions	  (Tables	  6.4	  and	  6.5).	  	  	  
During	   the	   first	  observation	   in	  April	   the	   learning	  experiences	   included	   the	   following	   features	  
from	  the	  Literacy	  Practices	  Guide	  (Konza,	  2012a):	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• Purpose	  of	  lesson	  stated.	  
• Activating	  prior	  knowledge	  of	  content.	  
• Modelling	  of	  good	  oral	  reading	  practices	  (fluency,	  use	  of	  expression).	  	  
• Specific	  attention	  to	  content-­‐specific	  vocabulary.	  
The	  focus	  of	  the	  first	  part	  of	  the	  lesson	  was	  on	  identifying	  specific	  sounds	  in	  print	  based	  on	  the	  
students’	  spelling	   list	  words.	   	  Bella	  reported	  that	  she	  had	  noticed	  that	  the	  students	  were	  not	  
transferring	  their	  knowledge	  of	  sounds	  in	  their	  spelling	  into	  identifying	  the	  sounds	  when	  they	  
were	  reading	  and	  she	  found	  the	  word	  hunt	  activity,	  described	  below,	  useful	  in	  developing	  this	  
skill.	  	  	  
The	  instructional	  sequence	  commenced	  with	  Bella	  asking	  students	  if	  they	  could	  remember	  the	  
spelling	   of	   the	   sound	   ‘wh’	   (as	   in	   what)	   and	   then	   asked	   students	   to	   list	   words	   with	   the	   wh	  
spelling	  of	  the	   ‘wh’	  sound.	   	  She	  directed	  students	  to	  word	   lists	  on	  the	  wall	  of	  the	  classroom.	  	  
When	  a	  student	  offered	   ‘wallaby’	  Bella	  explained	  that,	  “this	   is	  a	   tricky	  one	  because	   it	  makes	  
the	   ‘w’	   sound	  but	   the	   ‘h’	   is	   silent”	   referring	   to	   the	   target	   letter-­‐sound	   combination	   and	   the	  
child’s	  selection	  of	  a	  word	  that	  did	  not	  contain	  an	  ‘h’.	  She	  did	  not	  continue	  the	  interaction	  with	  
the	  student	  or	  check	  for	  understanding.	  	  The	  next	  letter	  combination	  discussed	  was	  ‘u-­‐e’	  and	  
Bella	  asked	  students	  what	  was	  special	  about	  these	  letters.	  	  The	  children	  offered	  that	  it	  was	  the	  
magic	   ‘e’	  and	  had	   two	  vowels.	  Bella	   then	  asked	  whether	   the	   ‘e’	   said	   its	  name	  and	  a	  student	  
responded	   “no”.	   Bella	   then	   refined	   the	   student’s	   answer,	   explaining	   that	   the	   ‘e’	   made	   the	  
other	   letter	   say	   its	   name.	   	   Bella	   asked	   students	   “If	   a	   letter	   is	   not	   saying	   its	   name	  what	   is	   it	  
doing?”	  	  A	  student	  suggested	  it	  was	  an	  ‘oddball’	  and	  Bella	  reminded	  students	  that	  an	  ‘oddball’	  
was	  when	   the	   letters	  made	   the	   same	   sound	  as	   another	  but	  were	   spelt	  differently.	   	  Another	  
student	  provided	  the	  correct	  answer	  to	  the	  question	  and	  the	  class	  moved	  on	  to	  a	  word	  hunt	  
activity.	   	  The	  word	  hunt	  involved	  students	  using	  magazines	  to	  find	  words	  with	  their	  allocated	  
sound.	  	  Some	  students	  appeared	  to	  be	  having	  difficulty	  understanding	  the	  instructions	  and	  this	  
was	  reflected	  in	  the	  level	  of	  difficulty	  they	  had	  completing	  the	  task.	  	  	  
This	  activity	   lasted	  about	  15	  minutes	  and	  was	  followed	  by	  students	  working	  on	  their	  spelling	  
lists	  using	   ‘Look,	   Say,	  Cover,	  Write,	  Check’.	   	   The	   students’	   spelling	   list	   consisted	  of	   five	   sight	  
words	  and	  five	  words	  that	  contained	  the	  sounds	  with	  which	  they	  were	  experiencing	  difficulty.	  	  
They	  retained	  the	  same	  words	  for	  a	  fortnight	  so	  they	  had	  longer	  to	  learn	  them	  and	  were	  thus	  
more	  likely	  to	  retain	  the	  information.	  	  Students	  worked	  independently	  on	  this	  task	  for	  another	  
15	  minutes.	   	  The	  class	  then	  came	  together	  to	  do	  grammar	  work,	  reviewing	  different	  types	  of	  
sentences,	   commands,	   exclamations	   and	   questions	  with	   students	   providing	   examples.	   	   Bella	  
led	  the	  class	  in	  Punctuation	  Judo	  for	  full	  stops,	  exclamation	  marks	  and	  questions.	  	  Punctuation	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Judo	   is	   a	   multi-­‐sensory	   approach	   to	   learning	   about	   the	   different	   punctuation	   types,	   often	  
attributed	  to	  comedian	  Victor	  Borge.	  	  The	  follow-­‐up	  activity	  was	  for	  students	  to	  find	  full	  stops,	  
capital	   letters,	   questions	   and	   exclamations	   in	   newspapers	   and	  magazines,	   cut	   them	  out	   and	  
stick	   them	   in	   their	   scrapbooks	   under	   the	   right	   heading.	   	   Before	   they	   started,	   Bella	   asked	  
students	   to	   predict	   if	   they	  would	   find	  more	   of	   one	   type	   of	   punctuation	   and	   students	  made	  
various	   predictions.	   	   This	   aspect	   of	   the	   literacy	   block	   concluded	   with	   students	   doing	   more	  
Punctuation	  Judo	  to	  test	  their	  understanding	  of	  the	  types	  of	  sentences	  and	  punctuation	  they	  
had	   just	  been	   finding.	   	  They	   read	  a	  series	  of	   sentence	   types	  aloud	   in	  unison	  with	  expression	  
and	  used	  the	  Punctuation	  Judo	  to	  animate	  these	  sentences.	  	  	  
The	   final	   activity	   observed	   on	   this	   day	   was	   ‘think-­‐pair-­‐share’,	   which	   was	   a	   school-­‐dictated	  
strategy	  that	  all	  Year	  2	  students	  had	  to	  learn.	  	  There	  was	  a	  picture	  of	  a	  chicken	  on	  the	  board	  
and	  children	  had	  to	  tell	  each	  other	  everything	  they	  knew	  about	  chickens.	  	  Bella	  asked	  students	  
to	  identify	  what	  skills	  they	  were	  practising	  when	  they	  were	  doing	  this	  task.	  	  Children	  identified	  
remembering,	  listening	  and	  speaking.	  	  Bella	  provided	  feedback	  to	  those	  students	  who	  did	  not	  
do	  the	  ‘think,	  pair,	  share’	  well	  and	  set	  goals	  for	  next	  time	  they	  would	  do	  this	  activity,	  such	  as	  
actively	   listening	  to	  their	  partner.	   	  The	  students	  then	  engaged	  in	  a	   ‘think-­‐pair-­‐share’	  on	  what	  
they	  would	   like	   to	   know	  about	   chickens	  which	  was	   followed	  by	   Bella	   reading	   the	   story	   that	  
would	  form	  the	  basis	  of	  their	  report	  writing	  task	  over	  the	  following	  weeks.	  	  	  
Table	  6.4.	  First	  Observation	  of	  Bella’s	  Teaching	  
Activity	   Emphasis	  
Recalling	  prior	  knowledge	   Phonics	  (explicit	  analytic)	  
Word	  hunt	   Phonics	  
‘Look,	  Say,	  Cover,	  Write,	  Check’	   Graphophonic	  knowledge	  
Sentence	  types	  and	  punctuation	   Grammar	  (explicit)	  
Think-­‐pair-­‐share	   Listening	  and	  speaking	  
	  
The	  literacy	  learning	  experience	  observed	  in	  May	  also	  included	  the	  following	  features	  from	  the	  
Literacy	  Practices	  Guide	  (Konza,	  2012a):	  
• Purpose	  of	  lesson	  stated.	  
• Activating	  prior	  knowledge	  of	  content.	  
• Modelling	  of	  good	  oral	  reading	  practices	  (fluency,	  use	  of	  expression).	  
• Specific	  attention	  to	  content-­‐specific	  vocabulary.	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At	  the	  start	  of	  the	  day	  students	  were	  in	  the	  routine	  of	  working	  independently	  on	  their	  spelling	  
task	   while	   Bella	   completed	   administrative	   duties,	   responded	   to	   parent	   enquiries	   and	  
monitored	  students’	  work.	   	  When	  students	  were	  drawn	  together,	   the	   first	  activity	  was	  news	  
telling	  and	  Bella	   led	  a	  discussion	  about	  body	   language	  and	  how	  this	  can	  provide	   information	  
about	   what	   people	   are	   thinking	   and	   feeling.	   	   This	   was	   followed	   by	   a	   question	   and	   answer	  
session	  on	  non-­‐fiction	  books	  with	  students	  explaining	  the	  key	  features	  of	  this	  genre	  including	  
blurbs,	   indices,	   contents	   pages,	   headings,	   chapters,	   bullet	   points,	   glossaries,	   different	   fonts,	  
captions,	  diagrams,	  maps	  and	  graphs,	  and	  legends.	   	  Students	  used	  non-­‐fiction	  texts	  that	  they	  
had	   taken	   from	   the	   library	   to	   identify	   the	   different	   features	   of	   this	   genre.	   	   They	   then	  
completed	  a	  worksheet	  on	  the	  features	  they	  could	  find	  in	  their	  non-­‐fiction	  text.	  	  
Table	  6.5.	  Second	  Observation	  of	  Bella’s	  Teaching	  
Activity	   Emphasis	  
‘Look,	  Say,	  Cover,	  Write,	  Check’	   Graphophonic	  knowledge	  
News	  telling	   Listening	  and	  speaking	  
Characteristic	  of	  texts	   Syntactic	  knowledge	  
	  
In	   September	   the	   lesson	  being	  delivered	  by	   the	  practicum	  student	  was	  briefly	  observed	  and	  
appeared	  to	  be	  following	  a	  similar	  pattern	  to	  the	  lessons	  delivered	  by	  Bella	  earlier	  in	  the	  year.	  	  
Bella	   emphasised	   the	   need	   for	   students	   to	   become	   independent	   learners	   and	   this	   was	  
reflected	  in	  her	  use	  of	  questioning	  to	  encourage	  students	  to	  generate	  knowledge	  rather	  than	  
providing	   them	  with	   the	   answers.	   	   Some	   of	   Bella’s	   responses	   had	   the	   potential	   to	   confuse	  
students,	   such	   as	   her	   response	   to	   the	   student	   who	   offered	   ‘wallaby’	   as	   an	   example	   when	  
learning	  about	  the	  ‘wh’	  spelling	  of	  the	  ‘w’	  (as	  in	  what)	  sound.	  	  A	  more	  explicit	  explanation	  of	  
the	   different	   letter-­‐sound	   combinations	   was	   needed	   to	   ensure	   the	   student	   understood	   the	  
distinction	   between	   sounds	   and	   spelling.	   	   There	   was	   a	   strong	   emphasis	   on	   multi-­‐sensory	  
learning	  within	  these	  activities	   including	  the	  use	  of	  Punctuation	  Judo.	   	  The	  activities	   in	  which	  
students	   had	   to	   find	  words	  with	   specific	   sounds	   or	   punctuation	  marks	   and	   paste	   these	   into	  
their	  workbooks	  was	  intended	  to	  give	  students	  the	  opportunity	  to	  apply	  the	  information	  that	  
had	  just	  been	  presented	  to	  them,	  but	  this	  could	  be	  seen	  as	  having	  more	  value	  as	  a	  fine-­‐motor	  
exercise	   than	   literacy	   skills	   development.	   	   Cutting	   and	   pasting	   of	   punctuation	  marks	   from	   a	  
newspaper	  was	  a	  time	  consuming	  task,	  requiring	  further	  time	  at	  its	  conclusion	  to	  clean	  up	  the	  
inevitable	   paper	   scraps.	   	   Arguably,	   Bella	   could	   have	   used	   the	   time	   allocated	   to	   the	   literacy	  
block	  more	  effectively	  when	  teaching	  this	  knowledge.	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Key	  Finding	  6.3	  
Bella	  used	  a	  number	  of	  strategies	  to	  teach	  graphophonic	  knowledge	  with	  an	  emphasis	  on	  
student	  directed	  learning.	  	  There	  appeared	  to	  be	  little	  change	  in	  her	  approach	  to	  teaching	  
reading	  over	  the	  course	  of	  the	  Project.	  	  
	  
The	  Students	  
Bella’s	  responses	  to	  the	  surveys	  indicated	  that	  she	  believed	  both	  she	  and	  her	  students	  did	  not	  
benefit	   significantly	   from	   their	   involvement	   in	   the	   Project.	   	   There	  were	   increases	   in	   student	  
performance	  throughout	  the	  year	  with	  both	  of	  the	  focus	  students’	  percentile	  ranks	  increasing	  
on	   the	   SPAT-­‐R,	   SPAT-­‐R	   non-­‐word	   spelling	   and	   the	   overall	   AIST	   score	   (see	   Figures	   6.2	   –	   6.5),	  
with	   the	  exception	  of	   the	  orthographic	  bonus	  on	   the	  AIST,	  which	   remained	   the	   same.	   	  Bella	  
ascribed	   this	   to	   identifying	   the	   students’	  needs	   to	   their	  parents	  who	   sought	   literacy	   support	  
outside	  of	  the	  School.	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  1	   Student	  2	  
AIST	  Total	  Percentage	  Scores	  
AIST	  Total	  March	  




Figure	  6.3.	  Pre-­‐	  and	  post-­‐Project	  AIST	  subskills	  percentage	  scores	  for	  Bella’s	  students	  
	  
	  
Figure	  6.4.	  Pre-­‐	  and	  post-­‐Project	  SPAT-­‐R	  percentile	  ranks	  for	  Bella’s	  students	  
#	  	  The	  middle	  two	  quartiles	  (one	  standard	  deviation	  either	  side	  of	  the	  mean)	  for	  students	  in	  their	  2nd	  Year	  of	  Schooling	  =	  26	  –	  74%.	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  1	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Consonant	  blends	  -­‐	  September	  
















Student	  1	   Student	  2	  
SPAT-­‐R	  Total	  Perceneles	  Pre	  and	  Post	  Interveneon	  
SPAT-­‐R	  Total	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  -­‐	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  Year	  of	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  Total	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  -­‐	  




	   	  
Figure	  6.5.	  Pre-­‐	  and	  post-­‐Project	  SPAT-­‐R	  percentile	  ranks	  for	  Bella’s	  students	  
#	  The	  middle	  two	  quartiles	  (one	  standard	  deviation	  either	  side	  of	  the	  mean)	  for	  students	  in	  their	  2nd	  Year	  of	  Schooling	  =	  27	  –	  70%.	  	  
*The	  middle	  two	  quartiles	  (one	  standard	  deviation	  either	  side	  of	  the	  mean)	  for	  students	  in	  their	  3rd	  Year	  of	  Schooling	  =	  25	  –	  68%.	  	  	  
Table	  6.6.	  Pre-­‐	  and	  Post-­‐Testing	  of	  Bella’s	  Students	  
	   	   	   Pre	   	   Post	   	   Difference1	   	  
Effect	  
size	  
	   	   N	   M	   	   M	   	   M	   	   r	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
SPAT-­‐R	  
Total	   2	   19.50	   	   44.00	   	   24.50	   	   .67**	  
NWS	   2	   22.00	   	   45.50	   	   23.50	   	   .67**	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
AIST	   	   2	   48.13	   	   71.88	   	   23.75	   	   .67**	  
Note:	  	  With	  2	  participants	  the	  mean	  and	  median	  are	  equal.	  Hence,	  only	  means	  are	  reported.	  
M	  =	  Mean,	  NWS	  =	  Non-­‐word	  Spelling	  
1	  Post-­‐test	  minus	  pre-­‐test	  	  
*	  =	  moderate	  effect	  size;	  **	  =	  large	  effect	  size	  
	  
Bella’s	   students	   showed	   improved	   reading	   skills	   on	   the	   literacy	   assessment	   and	   large	   effect	  
sizes	  for	  each	  of	  the	  assessments	  (see	  Table	  6.6).	  	  Bella	  reported	  that	  she	  did	  not	  believe	  this	  
improvement	  was	  a	  result	  of	  her	  involvement	  in	  the	  Project	  (see	  Table	  6.3).	  	  Despite	  not	  being	  
able	  to	  link	  student	  improvement	  directly	  to	  the	  Project,	  the	  assessments	  conducted	  as	  part	  of	  
the	  Project’s	   initial	  phase	   identified	  the	  students’	  needs	  and	  Bella	  passed	  this	   information	  to	  
















Student	  1	   Student	  2	  
SPAT-­‐R	  Non-­‐word	  Spelling	  Perceneles	  Pre	  and	  Post	  
Interveneon	  
SPAT-­‐R	  NWS	  March	  -­‐	  
Percen}le	  Rank	  for	  Year	  of	  
Schooling	  2	  
SPAT-­‐R	  NWS	  September	  -­‐	  




Key	  Finding	  6.4	  
The	  performance	  of	  Bella’s	  students	  over	  the	  course	  of	  the	  professional	  learning	  improved,	  
with	  large	  effect	  sizes,	  but	  she	  attributed	  this	  to	  additional	  tutoring	  provided	  by	  parents	  
and	  not	  her	  involvement	  in	  the	  professional	  learning	  as	  she	  did	  not	  change	  her	  teaching	  
practice.	  	  
	  
The	  Following	  Year:	  Influence	  and	  Impact	  
In	  order	   to	  determine	   if	   the	  professional	   learning	   from	   the	  previous	   year	  was	  utilised	   in	   the	  
next,	  Bella	  agreed	  to	  be	  observed	  and	  interviewed	  the	  following	  year.	  	  Bella	  had	  remained	  at	  
the	   same	  school	  and	  was	   teaching	  Year	  2	  and	  3	   students.	   	  The	   type	  of	  workbooks	  used	  was	  
similar	  to	  the	  previous	  year	  as	  was	  the	  use	  of	  ticks	  and	  positive	  comments	  to	  provide	  feedback	  
to	  students.	  	  She	  had	  moved	  to	  a	  different	  room	  and	  while	  the	  layout	  was	  different,	  it	  retained	  
many	  of	  the	  features	  of	  her	  room	  from	  the	  previous	  year:	  	  	  
• Room	  design	  supported	  whole	  group,	  small	  group	  and	  individual	  instruction.	  
• Alphabet	  displayed.	  
• Word	  families	  displayed.	  
• High-­‐interest	  fiction	  and	  non-­‐fiction	  books	  available	  at	  variety	  of	  reading	  levels.	  
• Take	  home	  books.	  
(Konza,	  2012a)	  
Bella	  explained	  that	  they	  were	  working	  on	  a	  cross	  curricular	  program	  based	  on	  a	  story	  about	  
an	   Indigenous	   family.	   	   The	   students	   were	   to	   read	   the	   text	   several	   times	   and	   then	   write	   a	  
recount	  of	  the	  story	  incorporating	  symbols	  they	  developed	  themselves.	  	  To	  facilitate	  this,	  the	  
observed	   lesson	   involved	   Bella	   taking	   the	   students	   outside	   to	   the	   sandpit	   for	   a	   symbols	  
activity.	  	  Students	  had	  been	  looking	  at	  another	  book	  that	  showed	  Aboriginal	  symbols	  and	  their	  
meaning.	   	   Bella	   drew	   symbols	   in	   the	   sand	   and	   the	   students	   had	   to	   recall	  what	   they	  meant.	  	  
Bella	  then	  read	  more	  from	  the	  story,	  discussing	  a	  range	  of	  topics	  related	  to	  the	  story	  such	  as	  
the	  types	  of	  maps	  and	  sundials	  for	  telling	  the	  time,	  and	  students	  then	  took	  turns	  at	  writing	  a	  
message	  in	  the	  sand.	  	  Compared	  with	  the	  previous	  observations	  (Tables	  6.4	  and	  6.5)	  there	  was	  
less	  use	  of	  explicit	  instruction	  (Table	  6.7)	  
Table	  6.7.	  Second	  Observation	  of	  Bella’s	  Teaching	  
Activity	   Emphasis	  
Recalling	  prior	  knowledge	  of	  symbols	  in	  text	   Semantic	  knowledge	  




Key	  Finding	  6.5	  
Observations	  of	  classroom	  practice	  gave	  no	  indication	  that	  Bella’s	  teaching	  changed	  as	  a	  
result	  of	  her	  involvement	  in	  the	  Project.	  	  This	  suggests	  that	  her	  beliefs	  remained	  
unchanged.	  	  	  	  	  
	  
In	  the	  Teacher’s	  Words	  
Early	   in	  the	  Project	  Bella	  was	  enthusiastic	  to	  see	  what	  the	  Project	  could	  offer	  to	  improve	  her	  
teaching.	  	  She	  was	  confident	  in	  her	  ability	  to	  teach	  in	  this	  area,	  but	  was	  open	  to	  any	  assistance	  
or	   innovation.	   	   After	   the	   first	   couple	   of	   professional	   learning	   session	   she	   expressed	   concern	  
that	   the	   material	   was	   too	   general	   or	   not	   appropriate.	   	   She	   expressed	   annoyance	   with	   a	  
demonstration	  of	  an	  instructional	  sequence	  by	  one	  of	  the	  research	  team	  and	  reported	  that	  she	  
felt	  this	  indicated	  a	  lack	  of	  understanding	  about	  the	  needs	  of	  Year	  2	  students.	  	  She	  explained	  
that	  her	  biggest	   concern	  was	  how	   she	   could	  manage	   to	   get	  20	  minutes	   teaching	  a	  day	  with	  
those	   students	   who	   are	   having	   difficulties	   indicating	   that	   her	   level	   of	   concern	   was	   at	   the	  
Personal	  stage	  (Hall	  &	  Hord,	  2001).	  	  Although	  she	  had	  worked	  on	  students	  being	  independent	  
learners,	  she	  still	  perceived	  difficulties	  with	  spending	  time	  one	  on	  one	  or	  in	  small	  groups	  with	  
students	   having	   difficulties,	   stating	   “we	   can’t	   spend	   all	   of	   our	   time	  with	   them...”.	   	   She	   had	  
expected	  that	  this	  Researcher	  would	  be	  coming	  into	  her	  class	  on	  a	  regular	  basis	  to	  teach	  those	  
students	  who	  had	  been	  identified	  as	  having	  poor	  literacy	  skills	  and	  was	  disappointed	  that	  this	  
support	  was	  not	  part	  of	  the	  Project.	  
In	   an	   interview	   mid-­‐way	   through	   the	   Project,	   Bella	   said	   that	   she	   had	   been	   involved	   in	  
discussions	  with	  the	  parents	  of	  students	  who	  had	  been	  identified	  as	  having	  reading	  delays	  and	  
that	   these	   parents	   had	   enrolled	   their	   students	   in	   out-­‐of-­‐school	   tutoring.	   	   She	   felt	   that	   any	  
improvements	   in	  the	  students’	  performance	  would	  be	  as	  a	  result	  of	  this	  tutoring	  rather	  than	  
what	  was	  occurring	   in	  the	  classroom.	   	  She	  also	  reported	  that	  while	  her	  spelling	  program	  had	  
always	  been	  phonics-­‐based	   she	  was	   trying	   to	  ensure	   that	   there	  was	  10	  minutes	  each	  day	  of	  
explicit	   phonics	   instruction	   with	   the	   whole	   class.	   	   Further,	   that	   while	   other	   teachers	   had	  
previously	  been	  encouraging	  her	  to	  use	  the	  Letters	  and	  Sounds	  program;	  she	  had	  started	  using	  
this	   program	   earlier	   than	   she	  might	   have	   done	   because	   she	   learnt	   about	   it	   in	   the	   Project’s	  
professional	   learning	   sessions.	   These	   adjustments	   to	   her	   teaching	   do	   reflect	   changes	  
recommended	  in	  the	  Project.	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Bella	   also	   identified	   strategies	   she	   had	   used	   to	   support	   students	   who	   were	   experiencing	  
difficulties,	   reiterating	   that	   it	   was	   difficult	   without	   additional	   support	   in	   the	   classroom.	   	   To	  
overcome	  this,	  she	  attempted	  to	  make	  literacy	  sessions	  as	  open	  ended	  as	  possible	  and	  chose	  
skills	  that	  could	  be	  taught	  to	  the	  whole	  class.	   	  One	  example	  of	  this	  was	  teaching	  children	  the	  
strategy	  of	  highlighting	  words	  in	  the	  text	  that	  they	  didn’t	  understand	  and	  then	  reading	  the	  rest	  
of	  the	  sentence	  to	  work	  out	  what	  the	  word	  might	  be.	  	  The	  children	  then	  had	  to	  write	  their	  own	  
definition	  of	  the	  word	  and	  identify	  what	  other	  sources	  they	  could	  use	  to	  find	  the	  meaning	  of	  
the	  word.	  	  While	  the	  more	  able	  students	  worked	  on	  this	  independently,	  Bella	  worked	  with	  the	  
weaker	  students.	  	  These	  students	  would	  also	  use	  the	  computer	  to	  play	  the	  Woodlands	  literacy	  
games	   to	   support	   their	   literacy	   development.	   	   Bella’s	   concerns	   with	   the	   implementation	   of	  
changes	   to	  her	  practice	  had	  moved	  towards	   the	  Management	  of	   this	  change	  but	   there	  were	  
still	  indications	  of	  Personal	  concerns	  (Hall	  &	  Hord,	  2001).	  
Key	  Finding	  6.6	  
Bella	  expressed	  a	  willingness	  to	  improve	  her	  practice,	  but	  experienced	  frustration	  by	  what	  
she	  perceived	  as	  the	  limitation	  placed	  on	  her	  by	  the	  context.	  	  This	  context	  included	  the	  lack	  
of	  additional	  staff	  to	  work	  individually	  with	  students	  experiencing	  reading	  difficulties.	  	  
	  
In	  the	   interview	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  Project,	  Bella	  responded	  that	  the	  Project	  did	  not	  have	  any	  
impact	   on	   her	   belief	   about	   teaching	   literacy,	  which	   is	   consistent	  with	   her	   responses	   on	   the	  
TORP.	   	   She	   stated	   that	   she	   “was	   already	  doing	   all	   of	   it”	   and	  didn’t	   “get	   anything	  out	   of	   the	  
afterhours	  sessions”.	  	  She	  believed	  it	  might	  have	  been	  more	  useful	  for	  new	  graduates	  but	  that	  
there	  was	  “nothing	  in	  it	  for	  middle	  practice	  teachers”.	  	  Overall,	  she	  was	  disappointed	  with	  the	  
Project	  as	  she	  had	  expected	  more	  support	  and	  felt	  the	  Project	  sessions	  were	  “a	  waste	  of	  time”.	  	  
When	  asked	   if	   she	  had	   tried	   the	  YOYO	   (You’re	  On	  Your	  Own)	   strategy,	  demonstrated	   in	   the	  
Project,	  Bella	   said	   this	  was	   interesting,	  but	   the	  School	  had	  only	  been	  given	  one	   timer	  by	   the	  
research	  team	  and	  she	  hadn’t	  been	  able	  to	  organise	  one	  for	  herself.	  	  She	  was	  also	  concerned	  
about	  having	  to	  adhere	  to	  a	  time	  limit	   if	  more	  time	  was	  required	  and	  reported	  that	   it	  would	  
have	   been	   beneficial	   to	   have	   had	  more	   emphasis	   on	   Letters	   and	   Sounds	   in	   the	   professional	  
learning	   sessions	   including	  using	   this	   time	   to	  make	   some	  of	   the	   resources	  mentioned.	   	  Bella	  
explained	  that,	  while	   teachers	  did	  a	   lot	  of	   idea	  sharing,	  when	  they	  moved	  to	  another	  school	  
they	  tend	  to	  take	  their	  resources	  with	  them.	  	  	  
When	  reflecting	  again	  in	  the	  following	  year,	  Bella	  reiterated	  her	  belief	  that	  the	  Project	  did	  not	  
have	   an	   impact	   on	   her	   practice,	   but	   that	   it	   “did	  make	  me	   think	   about	   the	   way	   I	   approach	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literacy,	   particularly	   reading,	   in	   terms	   of	   the	   structure	   of	   my	   lessons”.	   	   She	   viewed	   the	  
assessments	   used	   in	   the	   Project	   as	   a	   great	   resource,	   but	   did	   not	   use	   them	   again	   as	   she	  
considered	   them	   too	   time	   consuming.	   	   In	   discussing	   how	   the	   School	   supported	   her	  
involvement	   in	   the	   Project	   she	   said	   that	   the	   paid	   relief	   to	   attend	   the	   Professional	   Learning	  
sessions	   and	   team	   meetings	   was	   helpful.	   	   The	   School	   also	   included	   this	   in	   the	   teachers’	  
Performance	   Management	   so	   they	   were	   released	   from	   other	   duties	   at	   the	   School.	   	   She	  
thought	   the	   most	   useful	   thing	   was	   giving	   teachers	   extra	   time	   to	   conduct	   the	   student	  
assessments	   associated	   with	   the	   Project.	   	   Bella	   believed	   that	   this	   needed	   to	   extend	   to	   the	  
Department	  of	   Education	  providing	  more	   support	   such	  as	  Education	  Assistants	   to	  work	  with	  
the	  children	  experiencing	  difficulties.	  	  	  
Key	  Finding	  6.7	  
School	  support,	  in	  the	  form	  of	  paid	  relief	  to	  attend	  the	  professional	  learning	  sessions,	  
regular	  team	  meetings,	  and	  the	  inclusion	  of	  the	  Project	  in	  her	  performance	  management	  
for	  the	  year,	  encouraged	  Bella	  to	  be	  part	  of	  the	  professional	  learning	  project.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
	  
Huberman’s	   (1989a)	  stage	  model	   is	  useful	   to	  consider	   in	  relation	  to	  Bella’s	  engagement	  with	  
the	   professional	   learning.	   	   Based	   on	   her	   age	   and	   years	   of	   teaching,	   Bella	   would	   be	   in	   the	  
stabilisation	  phases;	  however,	  her	  awareness	  and	  frustration	  about	  the	   limitations	  placed	  on	  
her	   practice	   are	   consistent	   with	   the	   next	   stage	   of	   professional	   life,	   which	   he	   describes	   as	  
Diversification	   and	  Change.	   	   In	   this	   phase	   teachers	   become	  more	   aware	   of	   the	   bureaucratic	  
restrictions	  impacting	  on	  their	  ability	  to	  improve	  student	  outcomes.	  	  There	  were	  also	  elements	  
of	   the	   Stock-­‐Taking	   and	   Interrogations	   at	  Mid-­‐Career	   phase	   in	   which	   "‘symptoms’	   can	   vary	  
from	  a	  nagging	  feeling	  of	  routine	  to	  a	  full-­‐fledged	  crisis	  over	  the	  wisdom	  of	  having	  become	  a	  
teacher	  and,	  once	  locked	  in,	  of	  trying	  to	  break	  out”	  (M	  Huberman,	  1989a,	  p.	  352).	  	  In	  informal	  
discussions,	   Bella	   raised	   the	   question	   of	   how	   she	   could	   use	   her	   teaching	   qualifications	   in	  
another	   field	   of	   employment	   suggesting	   that	   she	   was	   experiencing	   the	   ‘mid-­‐career	   crisis’	  
referred	   to	   by	   Huberman.	   An	   analysis	   of	   Bella’s	   ability	   to	   reflect	   on	   ways	   in	   which	   the	  
particular	   needs	   of	   her	   students	   with	   reading	   difficulties	   could	   be	   met,	   for	   example,	  
encouraging	  parents	  to	  practise	  more	  with	  their	  children	  or	  accessing	  out	  of	  school	  assistance,	  
is	  presented	  in	  the	  cross-­‐case	  analysis.	  	  
Key	  Finding	  6.8	  
Bella’s	  approach	  to	  her	  teaching	  was	  consistent	  with	  someone	  who	  has	  been	  teaching	  for	  
longer	  than	  she	  had.	  	  Bella	  was	  of	  the	  opinion	  that	  the	  Project	  did	  not	  cater	  for	  teachers	  at	  
her	  stage	  in	  their	  teaching	  career	  and	  this	  impacted	  on	  her	  engagement	  with	  the	  Project.	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Case	  study	  4:	  Progression	  through	  the	  Project	  
Profile	  of	  the	  teacher	  –	  Bridget	  
Bridget	   was	   between	   46	   and	   55	   years	   old	   and	   had	   been	   teaching	   over	   10	   years.	   	   When	  
identifying	   the	  characteristics	  of	   teachers	   in	   the	   later	  phases	  of	   teaching,	  Huberman	   (1989a)	  
acknowledges	  that	  there	  is	  considerable	  diversity	  in	  individual	  profiles.	  	  Bridget	  would	  appear	  
to	  belong	  to	  the	  Serenity	  and	  Affective	  Distance	  phase	  in	  which	  “the	  level	  of	  career	  ambition	  
decreases,	  as	  does	  the	  level	  of	  investment,	  but	  the	  perception	  of	  confidence,	  effectiveness	  and	  
serenity	  appears	   to	  compensate	   for	   it”	   (M	  Huberman,	  1989a,	  p.	  353).	   	  He	  also	  suggests	   that	  
teachers	   in	   this	   stage	   are	   more	   economical	   in	   the	   effort	   they	   expend	   and	   become	   more	  
distanced	   from	   their	   students,	   taking	   on	  more	   of	   a	   parent	   or	   grandparent	   role.	   	   This	  would	  
seem	   consistent	   with	   the	   observations	   and	   discussions	   with	   Bridget,	   who	   had	   a	   firm	   but	  
friendly	  manner	  with	  the	  children	  and	  provided	  a	  great	  deal	  of	  specific	  and	  positive	  feedback.	  	  
Bridget’s	   room	  was	  well	   set	   out	   and	   she	  had	   a	   predictable	   routine	   for	   the	   children.	   	   As	   she	  
worked	  part-­‐time	  she	  shared	  the	  room	  with	  another	  teacher,	  but	  they	  appeared	  to	  work	  well	  
together	  as	  the	  room	  did	  not	  reflect	  ‘two	  personalities’.	  	  The	  class	  was	  a	  Year	  1/2	  split.	  	  There	  
were	   charts	   around	   the	   room	   to	   support	   students	  when	  working	   independently	   and	   several	  
computers	  with	  educational	  software	  and	  Internet	  access	  in	  the	  wet	  area	  adjoining	  the	  room.	  
Bridget’s	   responses	   on	   the	   self-­‐efficacy	   component	   of	   the	   SLCRLA	   indicated	   that	   she	   rated	  
herself	   as	   very	   good	   (3	   out	   of	   4)	   on	   all	   measures	   of	   literacy	   instruction	   and	   this	   remained	  
constant	  throughout	  the	  Project.	  	  On	  the	  TRSES,	  her	  level	  of	  confidence	  was	  moderate	  with	  an	  
average	   response	   of	   3.7	   on	   a	   5	   point	   Likert	   scale	   on	   the	   pre-­‐test	   but	   had	   increased	   to	   an	  
average	  of	  4.2	  on	  the	  post-­‐test.	   	  Specifically,	  her	  confidence	   increased	   in	  her	  ability	   to	   teach	  
students	   to	   read	   even	   if	   they	  were	  not	   interested	   in	   learning	   and	  being	   able	   to	   successfully	  
teach	  reading	  skills	  to	  even	  the	  most	  difficult	  students.	  
Key	  Finding	  6.9	  
Bridget’s	  self-­‐efficacy	  was	  high,	  but	  still	  increased	  in	  relation	  to	  her	  belief	  that	  she	  was	  able	  
to	  teach	  all	  children	  to	  read.	  	  This	  suggests	  a	  change	  in	  her	  belief	  about	  her	  influence	  on	  
children’s	  reading	  development.	  
	  
Bridget’s	  score	  of	  82	  on	  the	  TORP	  at	  the	  start	  of	  the	  Project	  indicated	  that	  she	  favoured	  a	  skills	  
perspective	  and	  this	  remained	  consistent	  on	  the	  post-­‐test	  with	  a	  score	  of	  81.	   	  Her	  responses	  
on	  the	  Literacy	  Activities	  Survey	  were	  also	  consistent	  with	  a	  skills	  perspective.	  	  Bridget	  scored	  
60%	  on	  both	  the	  TPAA	  and	  the	  SLCRLA.	  	  Areas	  on	  the	  TPAA	  with	  which	  she	  experienced	  some	  
difficulty	   related	   to	   identifying	   the	   second	   sounds	   in	   words	   and	   identifying	   the	   number	   of	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phonemes	  in	  a	  word.	  	  At	  the	  end	  of	  the	  Project,	  Bridget’s	  score	  on	  the	  SLCRLA	  had	  increased	  to	  
67%.	  	  	  
Table	  6.8.	  Bridget’s	  Performance	  on	  the	  SLCRLA	  
SLCRLA	   Pre-­‐	   Post-­‐	  
Phonemic	  –	  Knowledge	   2/4	   3/4	  
Phonemic	  –	  Ability	   9/10	   9/10	  
Phonological	  –	  Knowledge	   1/1	   0/1	  
Phonological	  –	  Ability	   7/7	   7/7	  
Phonics	  –	  Knowledge	   3/8	   3/8	  
Phonics	  –	  Ability	   1/2	   1/2	  
Morphological	  –	  Knowledge	   0/3	   1/3	  
Morphological	  –	  Ability	   8/15	   12/15	  
Comprehension	  –	  Knowledge	   6/10	   4/10	  
TOTAL	   37/60	   40/60	  
	  
Bridget’s	  evaluation	  of	  the	  Project	  indicated	  that	  she	  felt	  the	  Project	  had	  increased	  her	  ability	  
to	   cater	   for	   the	   needs	   of	   her	   students	   (Table	   6.9),	   but	   was	   slightly	   less	   confident	   than	   the	  
whole	  Project	  cohort	  that	  the	  Project	  had	  an	  impact	  on	  student	  outcomes.	  	  	  
Table	  6.9.	  Bridget’s	  Responses	  to	  the	  Program	  Evaluation	  Questionnaire	  








As	  a	  result	  of	  the	  professional	  development,	  you	  are	  able	  to:	   (3.5)	   (3.6)	  
1.	  Make	  clearer	  links	  between	  your	  teaching	  goals	  and	  classroom	  activities	  
in	  relation	  to	  literacy	  
3.7	   4	  
2.	  Use	  more	  effective	  teaching	  and	  learning	  strategies	  appropriate	  to	  the	  
literacy	  content	  you	  teach	  
3.7	   4	  
3.	  Use	  teaching	  and	  learning	  strategies	  that	  are	  more	  challenging	  and	  
engaging	  
3.3	   3	  
4.	  Better	  meet	  the	  individual	  literacy	  needs	  of	  your	  students	   3.6	   4	  
5.	  Link	  assessment	  into	  the	  teaching	  and	  learning	  cycle	  more	  effectively	   3.8	   4	  
6.	  Provide	  more	  effective	  feedback	  to	  your	  students	  to	  support	  their	  
learning	  
3.3	   3	  
7.	  Access	  and	  use	  literacy	  materials	  and	  resources	  more	  effectively	   3.4	   3	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As	  a	  result	  of	  the	  PD,	  your	  students:	   (3.2)	   (3)	  
8.	  Have	  fewer	  difficulties	  in	  understanding	  what	  they	  are	  being	  taught	  in	  
relation	  to	  literacy	  
3.1	   3	  
9.	  Learn	  more	  purposely	   3.2	   3	  
10.	  Engage	  more	  actively	  in	  literacy	  learning	  activities	   3.2	   3	  
11.	  Demonstrate	  enhanced	  literacy	  learning	  outcomes	   3.2	   3	  
12.	  Access	  and	  use	  literacy	  materials	  and	  resources	  more	  effectively	   3.1	   3	  
As	  a	  result	  of	  the	  PD:	   (3.6)	   (4)	  
13.	  My	  ability	  to	  meet	  the	  literacy	  learning	  needs	  of	  my	  students	  has	  
expanded	  
3.6	   4	  
14.	  My	  confidence	  in	  teaching	  literacy	  has	  increased	   3.6	   4	  
Note:	  Item	  rated	  1	  =	  strongly	  disagree,	  2	  =	  disagree,	  3	  =	  somewhat	  agree,	  4	  =	  agree,	  5	  =	  strongly	  agree	  
Key	  Finding	  6.10	  
The	  survey	  instruments	  did	  not	  indicate	  any	  significant	  change	  in	  practice	  and	  knowledge	  at	  
the	  conclusion	  of	  the	  Project;	  however,	  Bridget	  reported	  that	  she	  believed	  the	  Project	  has	  
been	  beneficial	  to	  her	  teaching.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
	  
The	  teaching	  actions	  
The	   following	   classroom	   features	   from	   the	   Literacy	   Practices	   Guide	   (Konza,	   2012a)	   were	  
evident	  in	  Bridget’s	  classroom:	  
• Room	  design	  supported	  whole	  group,	  small	  group	  and	  individual	  instruction.	  
• Alphabet	  displayed.	  
• High-­‐interest	  fiction	  and	  non-­‐fiction	  books	  available	  at	  variety	  of	  reading	  levels.	  
• Take	  home	  books.	  
• Environmental	  print;	  for	  example,	  labelling	  of	  resources,	  days	  of	  week,	  calendar.	  
• Organisation	  of	  environmental	  print:	  for	  example,	  word	  families.	  
	  
The	   document	   study	   identified	   a	   number	   of	   student	   workbooks	   including:	   have-­‐a-­‐go	   pads;	  
spelling	  books	  using	  the	  ‘Look,	  Say,	  Cover,	  Write,	  Check’	  strategy	  with	  words	  drawn	  from	  Diana	  
Rigg’s	  (2009)	  list	  words	  and	  their	  own	  writing;	  and	  language	  skills	  books	  with	  comprehension	  
activities,	  activities	  on	  sounds	  and	  blends,	  narrative	  writing,	  read	  and	  draw	  activities,	  and	  cloze	  
activities.	  	  Student	  work	  indicated	  that	  Bridget	  had	  responded	  to	  most	  of	  the	  work	  completed	  
by	   students	   providing	   specific	   feedback	   and	   models	   for	   correct	   spelling.	   There	   was	   also	   a	  
collection	  of	  graded	  guided	  reading	  books	  and	  student	  folders.	  	  
	  	  
147	  
Observations	   indicated	   that	   Bridget’s	   literacy	   lessons	   throughout	   the	   Project	   and	   into	   the	  
following	   year	   followed	   a	   very	   similar	   pattern.	   	   These	   learning	   experiences	   included	   the	  
following	  features	  from	  the	  Literacy	  Practices	  Guide	  (Konza,	  2012a):	  
• Purpose	  of	  lesson	  stated.	  
• Activating	  prior	  knowledge	  of	  content.	  
• Modelling	  of	  good	  oral	  reading	  practices	  (fluency,	  use	  of	  expression).	  	  
• Specific	  attention	  to	  content-­‐specific	  vocabulary.	  
• Whole-­‐class	  and	  targeted	  individual	  assistance.	  
• Explicit	  instruction	  of	  strategies	  to	  decipher	  multi-­‐syllabic	  words.	  
Each	   lesson	   commenced	   with	   students	   reading	   the	   notices	   for	   the	   day	   from	   a	   small	   white	  
board.	  	  These	  notices	  included	  the	  date	  and	  key	  details	  for	  the	  day:	  for	  example,	  library.	  	  Sight	  
words	   were	   identified	   by	   a	   red,	   cloud-­‐shaped	   outline,	   while	   words	   with	   focus	   sounds	   and	  
blends	  were	  underlined	  in	  green.	   	  The	  students	  read	  the	  notice	  in	  unison	  after	  which	  Bridget	  
read	  the	  underlined	  words.	  	  The	  students	  then	  read	  the	  same	  words	  and	  told	  Bridget	  what	  the	  
sounds	  were	  in	  the	  words:	  for	  example,	  the	  ‘ay’	  spelling	  of	  /ei/	  (as	  in	  day)	  and	  the	  ‘or’	  and	  ‘ing’	  
in	  morning.	  	  The	  same	  pattern	  was	  followed	  for	  the	  sight	  words.	  	  While	  this	  activity	  provided	  
the	   opportunity	   to	   practise	   reading	   graphemes	   that	   the	   students	   had	   already	   encountered,	  
there	  was	  no	  indication	  that	  these	  letter/sound	  patterns	  were	  being	  taught	  in	  a	  specific	  order	  
suggesting	  this	  was	  an	  analytic	  approach	  to	  phonics.	  	  
The	  next	   activity	  was	   conducted	  on	   the	  main	  board	   and	  was	   a	   riddle	  or	   a	   ‘what/who	  am	   I’.	  	  	  
The	  students	  read	  the	  text	  to	  themselves	  first,	   then	  together,	  with	  support	   from	  the	  teacher	  
when	  they	  read	  a	  word	  incorrectly.	  	  The	  answer	  to	  the	  riddle	  was	  identified	  with	  lines	  for	  each	  
sound	  and	  students	  had	  to	  identify	  the	  sounds	  in	  the	  word	  and	  what	  letter	  combinations	  were	  
needed	   to	  make	   these	   sounds.	   	   Feedback	   on	   student	   responses	   indicated	   that	   Bridget	   used	  
visual	   prompts	   for	   letter	   recognition:	   for	   example,	   when	   a	   student	   said	   /k/	   Bridget	   asked	  
“which	  one,	  curly	  or	  kicking?”	  
At	   this	  point	   in	   the	   lesson	   the	   students	  moved	   into	   small	   groups	   to	   rotate	   through	  different	  
activities.	  	  These	  activities	  included	  writing,	  mathletics,	  construction	  and	  jigsaws.	  	  The	  students	  
working	   on	   the	   jigsaws	   continued	   this	   activity	   until	   they	   were	   asked	   to	   read	   individually	   to	  
Bridget	  who	  listened	  to	  approximately	  five	  children	  per	  lesson.	  	  Although	  at	  times	  the	  reading	  
support	  that	  she	  provided	  for	  students	  was	  simply	  to	  tell	  them	  the	  word	  with	  which	  they	  were	  
having	  difficulty,	   generally	   she	  would	   remind	   students	  of	   reading	   strategies.	   	   These	   included	  
using	  pictorial	   cues	  before	   starting	   to	   read	   the	   story	   to	  give	   them	  an	   idea	  of	  what	   the	   story	  
would	  be	  about;	  sounding	  out,	  as	  in	  “what	  sound	  does	  ‘a’	  and	  ‘w’	  make”;	  orthographic	  clues,	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for	  example	  “that	  ends	   in	   ‘d’	   so	   it	   can’t	  be	  will”;	  using	  semantic	  clues,	   such	  as	  “does	  quickly	  
make	   sense	   in	   this	   sentence?”	   and	   reminding	   students	   of	   rules	   like	   “When	   two	   vowels	   go	  
walking	  the	   first	  one	  does	  the	  talking”.	   	  After	   the	  students	  had	  read	  the	  story	  Bridget	  would	  
point	  to	  words	  from	  the	  text	  that	  the	  students	  needed	  to	  re-­‐read	  without	  the	  context	  of	  the	  
story	  to	  help	  them.	  	  	  
While	  students	  were	  writing,	  Bridget	  checked	  their	  work	  for	  spelling	  and	  grammatical	  errors.	  	  
Students	  were	  encouraged	  to	  check	  such	  aspects	  as	  spelling	  by	   looking	  around	  the	  room	  for	  
the	  word	  or	  sound	  on	  charts	  or	  on	  the	  boards.	  	  The	  class	  would	  then	  come	  back	  together	  and	  
the	  students	  who	  had	  been	  in	  the	  writing	  group	  would	  read	  their	  writing.	  	  Bridget	  used	  this	  as	  
an	  opportunity	   to	  do	  some	   incidental	   teaching	  on	  aspects	  of	  writing	  with	  which	   the	  children	  
were	  having	  difficulty.	  	  In	  one	  lesson	  this	  involved	  using	  one	  of	  the	  student’s	  writing	  to	  discuss	  
the	  placement	  of	  full	  stops.	  	  Students	  then	  moved	  on	  to	  other	  whole-­‐class	  activities	  including	  
reading	   a	   riddle	   and	   trying	   to	   solve	   it	   and	   deciding	   whether	   a	   piece	   of	   information	   on	   the	  
board	  was	  fact	  or	  fiction.	  	  
At	  this	  point	   in	  the	   learning	  experience	  the	  task	  varied	  throughout	  the	  days	  that	  Bridget	  was	  
teaching.	  	  In	  the	  second	  observation	  she	  read	  the	  story	  Who	  sank	  the	  boat?	  by	  Pamela	  Allen.	  	  
She	   incorporated	   ‘viewing’	   into	   the	   lesson	   by	   focusing	   on	   the	   illustrations	   in	   the	   story,	  
particularly	  how	  the	  final	  illustration,	  in	  which	  the	  characters	  are	  all	  wet,	  tells	  the	  reader	  what	  
happens	  without	  words.	   	  Bridget	  also	  asked	  students	   to	   identify	   the	  setting	  of	   the	  story,	   the	  
characters,	   the	   problem,	   and	   the	   solution.	   	   This	  was	   followed	   by	   a	  writing	   activity	   in	  which	  
students	  planned	  a	  story	  on	  a	  topic	  of	  their	  choosing.	  	  Students’	  plans	  had	  to	  include	  setting,	  
characters,	  conflict	  and	  resolution.	  	  	  
Bridget	  explained	  that	  on	  other	  days	  of	  the	  week,	  this	  part	  of	  the	  activity	  might	  include	  writing	  
a	  recount	  or	  a	  character	  description	  based	  on	  the	  text	   they	  were	  reading.	   	   In	  another	  of	   the	  
observed	  lessons,	  Bridget	  used	  a	  modelled	  writing	  approach	  to	  teach	  descriptive	  words.	  	  This	  
involved	  writing	  a	  title	  and	  an	  incomplete	  sentence	  before	  asking	  students	  to	  predict	  the	  next	  
word	   and	   what	   else	   could	   be	   written.	   Students	   then	  moved	   to	   their	   desks	   and	   worked	   on	  
copying	  down	   the	   sentences	   and	  writing	  more	  of	   their	  own.	   	   Later	   in	   the	   year	  discussion	  of	  
texts	   also	   included	  examining	   the	   structure	  of	   a	   book:	   for	   example,	   title	   page	   and	  publisher	  
information.	  
The	   interactions	  with	   students	  during	   the	   teaching	  of	   reading	   skills	   varied,	  but	   there	  was	  no	  
marked	  difference	  between	  Bridget’s	  instruction	  at	  the	  start	  of	  the	  year	  and	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  
Project.	   	   The	   teaching	  activities	   are	   reported	   in	  one	   table	   (Table	  6.10),	   as	   the	   sequence	  was	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similar	   for	   each	   of	   the	   observations.	   In	   terms	   of	   catering	   for	   the	   needs	   of	   the	   students	  
identified	   as	  part	   of	   the	  Project,	   these	   students	  were	   given	  additional	  writing	   tasks	   to	  do	  at	  
home.	  	  	  
Table	  6.10.	  Observations	  of	  Bridget’s	  Teaching	  Approaches	  Throughout	  the	  Course	  of	  the	  Year	  
and	  into	  the	  Following	  Year	  
Activity	   Emphasis	  
Reading	  notices	   Phonics	  (analytic)	  and	  vocabulary	  
Riddle	   Phonics	  (analytic)	  and	  fluency	  
Reading	  to	  teacher	   Fluency	  and	  use	  of	  code-­‐based	  (phonics)	  and	  meaning-­‐
based	  (whole	  language)	  strategies	  
Writing	   Orthographic	  knowledge	  and	  grammar	  
Text	  study	   Comprehension	  
	  
Key	  Finding	  6.11	  
Bridget	  maintained	  a	  similar	  literacy	  block	  structure	  throughout	  the	  course	  of	  the	  Project.	  	  
This	  structure	  included	  a	  strong	  emphasis	  on	  letter	  sound	  knowledge,	  but	  was	  more	  aligned	  
to	  an	  analytic	  approach	  to	  phonics	  rather	  than	  a	  synthetic	  approach.	  	  This	  suggests	  that	  
there	  was	  no	  significant	  change	  in	  Bridget’s	  beliefs	  or	  pedagogical	  content	  knowledge.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
	  
The	  Students’	  Performance	  throughout	  the	  Project	  
The	  focus	  students	  in	  Bridget’s	  class	  made	  limited	  progress	  over	  the	  course	  of	  the	  year	  and,	  in	  
some	  instances,	  they	  performed	  more	  poorly	  on	  the	  assessment	  in	  September	  than	  they	  did	  in	  
March	  (see	  Figures	  6.6	  to	  6.9).	   	  When	  examining	  the	  students’	  scores	  on	  specific	  skills	   in	  the	  
AIST,	   it	  becomes	  evident	  that	  while	  there	  were	  areas	  in	  which	  the	  students	  made	  good	  gains	  
there	  were	  also	  areas	  where	  there	  was	   limited	  progress.	   	  No	  AIST	  post-­‐scores	  were	  obtained	  








Figure	  6.6.	  Pre-­‐	  and	  post-­‐Project	  AIST	  total	  percentage	  scores	  for	  Bridget’s	  students	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Student	  3	   Student	  4	  
AIST	  Subskills	  Percentage	  Scores	  
Consonants	  -­‐	  March	  	  
Consonants	  -­‐	  September	  
Vowels	  -­‐	  March	  	  
Vowels	  -­‐	  September	  
Consonant	  blends	  -­‐	  March	  	  
Consonant	  blends	  -­‐	  September	  
Orthographic	  bonus	  -­‐	  March	  





Figure	  6.8.	  Pre-­‐	  and	  post-­‐Project	  SPAT-­‐R	  percentile	  ranks	  for	  Bridget’s	  students	  
#	  	  The	  middle	  two	  quartiles	  (one	  standard	  deviation	  either	  side	  of	  the	  mean)	  for	  students	  in	  their	  2nd	  Year	  of	  Schooling	  =	  26	  –	  74%.	  	  	  
*	   The	  middle	  two	  quartiles	  (one	  standard	  deviation	  either	  side	  of	  the	  mean)	  for	  students	  in	  their	  3rd	  Year	  of	  Schooling	  =	  25	  –	  72%.	  	  	  
	  
	  
	  Figure	  6.9.	  Pre-­‐	  and	  post-­‐Project	  SPAT-­‐R	  percentile	  ranks	  for	  Bridget’s	  students	  
#	  The	  middle	  two	  quartiles	  (one	  standard	  deviation	  either	  side	  of	  the	  mean)	  for	  students	  in	  their	  2nd	  Year	  of	  Schooling	  =	  27	  –	  70%.	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Student	  3	   Student	  4	   Student	  5	  
SPAT-­‐R	  Non-­‐word	  Spelling	  Perceneles	  Pre	  and	  Post	  
Interveneon	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  September	  -­‐	  




Table	  6.11.	  Pre-­‐	  and	  Post-­‐Testing	  of	  Bridget’s	  Students	  
	   	   	   Pre	   	   Post	   	   Difference1	   	  
Effect	  
size	  
	   	   N	   M	   Mdn	   	   M	   Mdn	   	   M	   Mdn	   	   r	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
SPAT-­‐R	  
Total	   3	   62.67	   57.0	   	   65.33	   54.0	   	   2.66	   -­‐3.0	   	   .33*	  
NWS	   3	   37.33	   27.0	   	   39.50	   38.5	   	   2.34	   11.0	   	   .18	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
AIST	   	   2	   60.00	   (2)	   	   70.13	   	   	   10.13	   	   	   .67**	  
Note:	  M	  =	  mean,	  Mdn	  =	  median,	  NWS	  =	  Non-­‐word	  Spelling	  
1	  Post-­‐test	  minus	  pre-­‐test	  	  
2	  Only	  means	  are	  reported	  since	  means	  and	  medians	  are	  equal	  with	  only	  2	  participants.	  
*	  =	  moderate	  effect	  size;	  **	  =	  large	  effect	  size	  	  	  
	  
The	  focus	  students	  in	  Bridget’s	  class	  made	  progress	  in	  some	  areas	  but	  appeared	  to	  regress	  in	  
others.	  	  Bridget	  was	  unsure	  why	  this	  was	  the	  case	  but	  suggested	  that	  the	  children’s	  health	  or	  
concentration	  might	   have	   impacted	   on	   their	   performance.	   	  More	   information	   is	   required	   to	  
understand	   the	   trends	   in	   these	  data.	   	  Despite	   the	   variability	   in	   the	  data,	   effect	   sizes	   for	   the	  
SPAT-­‐R	   (Total)	   and	   AIST	   assessments	   were	  moderate	   to	   large.	   	   Bridget	   was	  more	   confident	  
about	   the	   impact	  of	   the	  professional	   learning	   than	  Bella,	  but	  nevertheless	   reported	   that	   she	  
only	  ‘somewhat	  agreed’	  that	  this	  had	  an	  impact	  on	  student	  outcomes	  (see	  Table	  6.9).	  
Key	  Finding	  6.12	  
There	  were	  some	  improvements	  in	  the	  outcomes	  for	  Bridget’s	  students	  but	  she	  was	  slightly	  
less	  confident	  than	  the	  average	  Project	  participant	  that	  these	  improvements	  could	  be	  
attributed	  to	  her	  involvement	  in	  the	  professional	  learning.	  	  
	  
The	  Following	  Year:	  Influence	  and	  Impact	  
An	  observation	  conducted	  in	  the	  following	  year	  indicated	  that	  Bridget	  was	  following	  the	  same	  
format	  she	  had	  used	  in	  the	  previous	  year	  (Table	  6.10).	  	  Each	  lesson	  commenced	  with	  students	  
reading	   the	  notices	   for	   the	  day	  and	  a	   range	  of	   small	  group	  activities,	   individual	   reading	  with	  
Bridget,	   and	   whole-­‐class	   activities,	   followed	   this.	   	   She	   was	   in	   the	   same	   classroom	   as	   the	  
previous	  year	  and	  the	  resources	  in	  the	  room	  had	  remained	  the	  same.	  	  The	  type	  of	  workbooks	  
used	  and	   the	   feedback	  provided	   to	   students	  also	   remained	   the	   same.	   	  She	   commented	   that	  
this	  class	  was	  weaker	  than	  last	  year	  and,	  while	  this	  was	  not	  observed,	  she	  reported	  that	  one	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significant	  area	  of	  change	  from	  last	  year	  was	  that	  she	  now	  selected	  the	  sounds	  and	  activities	  
based	  specifically	  at	  the	  students’	  ability	  levels.	  	  	  
Key	  Finding	  6.13	  
In	  the	  year	  following	  the	  Project,	  Bridget	  stated	  that	  she	  was	  differentiating	  her	  instruction	  
based	  on	  the	  students’	  individual	  needs.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
	  
In	  the	  Teacher’s	  Words	  
When	  asked	  about	  whether	  she	  felt	  the	  Project	  had	  met	  its	  objectives,	  including	  encouraging	  
collaboration	   between	   teachers	   and	   schools,	   Bridget	   reported	   that	   she	   felt	   the	   Project	   was	  
pitched	  at	  the	  one	  level	  and	  did	  not	  cater	  for	  the	  diversity	  of	  teaching	  experience	  in	  the	  group.	  	  
She	  stated	  that	  for	  her	  “It	  was	  more	  of	  a	  refresher	  course”.	  	  This	  suggests	  that	  Bridget	  believed	  
she	   was	   teaching	   in	   a	   manner	   consistent	   with	   project	   recommendations,	   but	   classroom	  
observations	   suggest	   that	   she	   was	   not	   teaching	   as	   explicitly	   or	   as	   systematically	   as	   was	  
promoted	  by	  the	  Project.	  	  Bridget	  also	  stated	  that	  people	  tended	  to	  stay	  in	  their	  school	  groups	  
at	   the	   sessions	   rather	   than	   mixing	   with	   staff	   from	   other	   schools.	   	   This	   would	   suggest	   her	  
concerns	   related	   to	   Collaboration	   stage	   (Hall	  &	  Hord,	   2001).	   	   Bridget	  was	   also	   disappointed	  
with	   the	   feedback	   the	   teachers	   received	   on	   the	   testing	   as	   she	  was	   expecting	  more	   specific	  
information	  including	  recommendations	  on	  what	  strategies	  could	  be	  used	  to	  assist	  students	  to	  
develop	  the	  skills	  they	  were	  lacking.	  	  	  
Key	  Finding	  6.14	  
Bridget	  identified	  the	  following	  issues	  that	  impacted	  on	  her	  level	  of	  engagement	  with	  the	  
Project:	  it	  did	  not	  cater	  for	  the	  different	  levels	  of	  teaching	  experience,	  was	  not	  
collaborative	  enough,	  and	  reporting	  of	  test	  data	  was	  not	  specific	  enough.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
	  
Bridget	  did	  believe	  the	  Project	  was	  correct	  to	  target	  Year	  2	  students	  not	  meeting	  the	  reading	  
milestones	   and	   that	   it	   was	   appropriate	   that	   the	   Project	   did	   not	   simply	   ask	   teachers	   to	  
implement	   a	   specific	   program.	   	   She	   was	   critical	   of	   teachers	   who	   “think	   they	   have	   to	   do	  
something	  because	   it	   is	   the	  First	  Steps	  book	  or	  Diana	  Rigg	  says	  so,	  not	  because	  they	  actually	  
want	  to	  do	  it”.	  	  She	  agreed	  with	  the	  Project’s	  presentation	  of	  evidence-­‐based	  approaches	  that	  
did	  not	  privilege	  one	  specific	  program	  over	  another.	  	  Overall,	  the	  Project	  reinforced	  her	  belief	  
in	  her	  approach	   to	   teaching	   reading	  even	   though	  she	  was	  not	  observed	   to	  use	   the	  synthetic	  
approach	  to	  decoding	  instruction.	  	  One	  of	  the	  aspects	  of	  the	  program	  that	  Bridget	  appreciated	  
most	  was	  the	  opportunity	  to	  talk	  with	  colleagues	  at	  her	  School.	  	  When	  asked	  what	  the	  School	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did	  to	  support	  collaboration,	  Bridget	  referred	  to	  the	  extra	  DOTT	  (Duties	  Other	  Than	  Teaching)	  
time	  allocated	  by	  the	  School	  for	  literacy	  and	  numeracy	  planning	  meetings.	  
In	  discussing	  what	  was	  happening	  at	  the	  School	  to	  cater	  for	  the	  needs	  of	  students	  with	  reading	  
difficulties	   in	  the	  year	  following	  the	  Project,	  Bridget	  explained	  that	  the	  students	  who	  needed	  
additional	  support	  with	  reading	  skills	  were	  withdrawn	  from	  class	  twice	  a	  week	  by	  an	  Education	  
Assistant	  who	  taught	  students	  using	  Direct	  Instruction	  material.	  	  When	  asked	  if	  this	  was	  linked	  
to	   the	   information	   on	   the	   efficacy	   of	   explicit	   instruction	   and	   synthetic	   phonics	   programs	  
presented	  in	  the	  Project	  sessions,	  Bridget	  reported	  that	  she	  was	  not	  aware	  of	  a	  link	  to	  anything	  
in	  the	  Project	  that	  prompted	  this	  approach.	  	  	  
Key	  Finding	  6.15	  
The	  aspects	  Bridget	  identified	  as	  supporting	  her	  involvement	  in	  the	  Project	  included:	  the	  
information	  presented	  in	  the	  Project	  sessions	  aligned	  with	  her	  beliefs	  about	  teaching	  
reading,	  the	  time	  provided	  by	  the	  School	  to	  attend	  the	  Project	  sessions	  and,	  time	  to	  meet	  
with	  her	  colleagues	  at	  school.	  	  
	  
6.2. Discussion	  
Bella	  and	  Bridget	  did	  not	  believe	  that	  the	  Project	  met	  their	  particular	  needs	  nor	  was	  it	  suitable	  
for	   teachers	  with	   their	   level	   of	   experience.	   	   It	   did	   appear	   that	   they	   became	  more	   confident	  
about	  their	  reading	  instruction	  over	  the	  course	  of	  the	  Project,	  but	  this	  appears	  to	  be	  linked	  to	  
the	   belief	   that	   they	   had	   the	   skills	   they	   needed	   to	   teach	   reading	   effectively	   before	   they	  
commenced	  the	  Project.	  	  	  
Key	  Finding	  6.16	  
Bella	  and	  Bridget	  were	  of	  the	  opinion	  that	  the	  information	  in	  the	  Project	  was	  not	  aimed	  at	  
teachers	  with	  their	  level	  of	  experience.	  	  As	  such,	  they	  did	  not	  actively	  engage	  with	  the	  
content	  of	  the	  Project	  and	  their	  PCK	  appeared	  to	  remain	  the	  same.	  
	  
Bella’s	   students	   did	   make	   reasonable	   improvements	   between	   March	   and	   September	   (see	  
Figures	  6.2	  to	  6.5),	  but	  she	  attributed	  this	  to	  the	  additional	  tutoring	  they	  received	  rather	  than	  
any	  change	  in	  her	  practice.	  	  Bridget’s	  students,	  who	  were	  not	  receiving	  any	  additional	  support	  
outside	  of	  the	  classroom,	  made	  less	  progress	  with	  their	  reading	  skills	  (see	  Figures	  6.6	  to	  6.9).	  
When	   considered	   together	   the	   students	   in	   this	   School	   did	   make	   significant	   gains	   in	   their	  
performance	   between	  March	   and	   September	   with	   a	   large	   effect	   size	   in	   each	   area	   assessed	  
(Table	  6.12).	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Table	  6.12.	  School	  B	  -­‐	  All	  Student	  Participants:	  Comparison	  of	  Pre-­‐	  and	  Post-­‐Performance	  on	  
the	  SPAT-­‐R	  (Percentile)	  and	  AIST	  (Percentage)	  
	   	   	   Pre	   	   Post	   	   Difference1	   Wilcoxon2	   	  
Effect	  
size	  
	   	   N	   M	   Mdn	   	   M	   Mdn	   	   M	   Mdn	   z	   p	   	   r	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
SPAT-­‐R	  
Total	   13	   49.85	   42.0	   	   69.54	   62.0	   	   19.69	   20.0	   -­‐2.974	   .003	   	   .58**	  
NWS	   13	   28.23	   27.0	   	   50.50	   47.0	   	   22.27	   20.0	   -­‐2.719	   .007	   	   .53**	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
AIST	   	   13	   57.88	   59.4	   	   78.56	   79.0	   	   20.68	   19.6	   -­‐3.181	   .001	   	   .62**	  
1	  Post-­‐test	  minus	  pre-­‐test	  	  
2	  Wilcoxon	  signed	  rank	  test	  
M	  =	  mean,	  Mdn	  =	  median,	  NWS	  =	  Non-­‐word	  Spelling	  
**	  =	  large	  effect	  size	  
	  
Key	  Finding	  6.17	  
Overall,	  in	  School	  B,	  student	  performance	  on	  assessment	  tasks	  indicated	  a	  significant	  
improvement	  with	  a	  large	  effect	  size.	  	  
	  
Teachers	  at	  School	  B	  who	  were	  involved	  in	  the	  Project	  held	  regular	  meetings	  during	  the	  year	  to	  
discuss	   the	   content	   of	   the	   Project	   and	   plan	   their	   literacy	   programs.	   	   Although	   Bridget	   was	  
more	  positive	  about	  her	  involvement	  in	  the	  Project	  than	  Bella,	  it	  would	  appear	  from	  interviews	  
with	  Bella,	  that	  the	  other	  teachers	  involved	  in	  the	  Project	  at	  School	  B	  generally	  did	  not	  believe	  
the	  Project	  benefited	  their	   teaching.	   	  However,	   it	   is	  worth	  noting	  that	  the	  School	  planned	  to	  
implement	   a	   literacy	   support	   program	   similar	   to	   the	   one	   advocated	   by	   School	   C,	   which	   is	  
consistent	  with	  the	  recommendations	  of	  the	  Project.	  The	  following	  chapter	  also	  discusses	  case	  
study	  teachers	  who	  taught	  in	  separate	  classrooms,	  but	  highlights	  how	  the	  School’s	  approach	  to	  





CHAPTER	  7: 	  	  SCHOOL	  C	  
	  
This	  last	  case	  study	  chapter	  utilises	  the	  same	  structure	  as	  the	  preceding	  chapters	  to	  examine	  
the	  teaching	  practices	  and	  student	  outcomes	  for	  two	  teachers,	  Cathy	  and	  Charlotte,	  in	  School	  
C.	  	  	  




























7.1. The	  Setting	  
School	   C	   is	   a	   government	   primary	   school	   in	   a	  metropolitan	   area	   catering	   for	   students	   from	  
Kindergarten	   to	   Year	   5.	   	   The	  My	   School	  website	   (ACARA,	   n.d.)	   profile	   of	   School	   C	   indicated	  
that,	  at	  the	  time	  of	  the	  research,	  there	  were	  571	  students	  enrolled,	  337	  girls,	  329	  boys,	  with	  
1%	   being	   Indigenous	   and	   7%	   being	   from	   a	   language	   background	   other	   than	   English.	   	   There	  
were	   41	   teaching	   staff	   equivalent	   to	   34.5	   full	   time	   positions,	   and	   20	   non-­‐teaching	   staff	  
equating	  to	  12.2	  full	  time	  positions.	  	  The	  total	  net	  recurrent	  income	  for	  the	  School	  was	  listed	  
as	  $6,260,057.	  
The	   Index	   of	   Community	   Socio-­‐Educational	   Advantage	   (ICSEA)	   for	   the	   School	  was	   1016,	   the	  
average	   being	   1000.	   	   The	   distribution	   of	   students	   presented	   in	   Table	   7.1	   indicates	   that	  
students	  in	  this	  School	  were	  similar	  to	  the	  Australian	  average	  in	  the	  bottom	  and	  lower	  middle	  
quarters,	   but	   lower	   in	   the	   top	   quarter,	   with	   17%	   for	   School	   C	   compared	   to	   the	   Australian	  
distribution	  of	  25%.	  	  	  
Table	  7.1.	  Index	  of	  Community	  Socio-­‐Educational	  Advantage	  (ICSEA)	  Indicating	  the	  Distribution	  





Middle	  quarters	   Top	  quarter	  
School	  distribution	   26%	  	   23%	  	   33%	  	   17%	  	  
Australian	  distribution	   25%	  	   25%	  	   25%	  	   25%	  
Note.	  Percentages	  are	  rounded	  and	  may	  not	  add	  up	  to	  100	  
NAPLAN	   data	   for	   2008,	   2009	   and	   2010	   indicated	   that	   a	   high	   percentage	   of	   Years	   3	   and	   5	  
students	  achieved	   the	  National	  Minimum	  Standards	   in	  all	  areas.	   	  Results	   for	   reading	   in	  2008	  
indicated	  that	  the	  students’	  performance	  across	  both	  years	  was	  similar	  to	  the	  national	  average	  
and	   the	   average	   for	   schools	   serving	   students	   from	   statistically	   similar	   backgrounds,	   similar	  
ICSEA,	   with	   Year	   5	   being	   above	   the	   average	   for	   statistically	   similar	   schools	   in	   grammar	   and	  
punctuation.	   	   In	  2009,	  Year	  3	  performance	  in	  all	  areas	  was	  above	  the	  average	  for	  statistically	  
similar	  school	   in	  all	  areas	  and	  above	  the	  national	  average	  in	  reading	  and	  narrative	  writing.	   In	  
2010,	   the	  Year	  3	   and	  5	   results	  were	   close	   to	   the	  national	   average	   in	   all	   areas	  except	   Year	  5	  
narrative	   writing	   and	   spelling,	   which	   were	   above	   the	   national	   average	   and	   those	   for	  
statistically	  similar	  schools	  (ACARA,	  n.d.).	  	  
The	   School’s	   2010	   report	  was	   colourfully	   presented	   and	   introduced	   by	   the	   School’s	  Mission	  
Statement,	  Vision,	  Beliefs	  and	  Planning	  Framework.	  	  A	  large	  proportion	  of	  the	  report	  provided	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graphical	   representations	  of	  NAPLAN	  data,	  highlighting	  School	  C’s	   success	   in	  all	  areas	  except	  
Year	   3	   Spelling.	   	   Data	   collected	   from	   teachers	   on	   attitude,	   behaviour	   and	   effort	   was	   also	  
reported	   with	   attendance	   being	   compared	   favourably	   to	   the	   state	   average.	   	   In	   the	   area	   of	  
literacy,	  the	  report	  explained	  that	  School	  C	  took	  a	  developmental	  approach	  to	  the	  teaching	  of	  
literacy	   utilising	   First	   Steps.	   	  Whole	   school	   scope	   and	   sequence	   documents	   and	   assessment	  
strategies	  had	  been	  developed	  and	  implemented	  by	  all	  staff.	  	  Students	  identified	  with	  Specific	  
Learning	   Difficulties	   in	   reading	   and	   writing	   received	   additional	   support	   through	   the	   literacy	  
support	   program.	   	   This	   program	   used	   a	   range	   of	   strategies	   including	   Direct	   Instruction	  
Programs,	  phonemic	  awareness	  strategies	  and	  the	  multisensory	  reading	  program,	  Toe	  by	  Toe	  
(Cowling	  &	  Cowling,	  1993).	  
School	   C	   had	   developed	   an	   overview	   document	   for	   literacy,	   which	   identified	   the	   areas	   of	  
knowledge	   to	   be	   developed	   in	   each	   year.	   	   The	   School	   used	   THRASS	   (Teaching	   Handwriting	  
Reading	   and	   Spelling	   Skills)	   (Ritchie	  &	  Davies,	   2012)	   and	  Dianna	  Rigg	   resources	   (Rigg,	   2009),	  
and	  had	   scope	  and	   sequence	  documents	   for	   spelling	   in	  each	  year.	   	   In	  Year	  2	   the	  knowledge	  
areas	   reflected	   THRASS	   phonemes,	   Grammar	   Focus,	   Spelling	   Rules	   and	   Handwriting.	   	   In	  
addition,	   the	   Year	   2	   teachers’	   had	   developed	   a	   weekly	   schedule	   for	   each	   term	   based	   on	   a	  
combination	  of	  the	  First	  Steps	  strategies	  and	  direct	  instruction.	  	  These	  were	  grouped	  into	  the	  
areas	  of	  writing,	  reading	  strategies,	  punctuation	  and	  cooperative	  activities.	  	  Each	  teacher	  took	  
responsibility	   for	   programming	   and	   developing	   resources	   for	   one	   term,	   which	   were	   shared	  
with	   the	   other	   Year	   2	   teachers.	   As	   an	   example,	   the	   learning	   experience	   plan	   for	   a	   week	  
included	   the	   following	   sequence:	  Use	  of	   Texts	  on	  Monday,	   in	  which	   students	  engaged	   in	   an	  
activity	  from	  the	  First	  Steps	  resources;	  on	  Tuesday,	  activities	  related	  to	  Inferring	  were	  followed	  
by	  a	  First	  Steps	  activity;	  on	  Wednesday	  the	  activity	  revolved	  around	  Contextual	  Understanding;	  
on	   Thursday	   Conventions	   were	   taught;	   and	   on	   Friday	   a	   word	   study	   such	   as	  
antonyms/synonyms	  was	  conducted.	  Phonics	  and	  spelling	  lessons	  were	  conducted	  separately	  
to	  the	  reading	  lessons,	  but	  teachers	  endeavoured	  to	  integrate	  phonics	  and	  spelling	  when	  doing	  
the	  Conventions	  part	  of	  the	  program.	  	  	  
Spelling	  words	  were	  selected	  from	  the	  Salisbury	  list	  and	  were	  grouped	  according	  to	  the	  sounds	  
in	  the	  words	  (these	  were	  called	  THRASS	  words	  as	  this	  was	  the	  approach	  used	  to	  teach	  them).	  	  
Other	  words	  were	  identified	  using	  Diana	  Rigg’s	  scope	  and	  sequence.	  	  Strategies	  such	  as	  ‘Look,	  
Say,	  Cover,	  Write,	  Check’	  were	  used	  to	  learn	  these	  words	  and	  students	  were	  tested	  regularly	  
to	   see	   if	   they	   could	   move	   on	   to	   different	   words.	   	   The	   Sound	   Check	   program	   was	   used	   for	  
weaker	  spellers.	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Students	  identified	  as	  having	  Specific	  Learning	  Difficulties	  in	  reading	  and	  writing	  were	  enrolled	  
in	   the	   literacy	   support	   program.	   	   This	   was	   a	   pull-­‐out	   program,	  meaning	   that	   students	  were	  
withdrawn	   from	   class	   at	   specified	   times	   to	   work	   with	   an	   Education	   Assistant	   using	   direct	  
instruction	  programs	  such	  as	  Reading	  Mastery	  by	  SRA	  and	  other	  synthetic	  phonics	  programs	  
including	  Toe-­‐by-­‐toe	  (Cowling	  &	  Cowling,	  1993).	  
The	  Teachers	  and	  Their	  Classes	  
The	   two	   teachers	   from	   School	   C	   were	   Cathy	   and	   Charlotte.	   All	   Year	   2	   teachers	   at	   School	   C	  
taught	  in	  the	  same	  block	  with	  a	  central	  wet	  area.	  	  This	  area	  was	  divided	  into	  sections	  with	  one	  
of	   these	   being	   a	  working	   space	  where	   an	   Education	  Assistant	   delivered	   the	   literacy	   support	  
program.	  	  Cathy	  and	  Charlotte	  taught	  in	  classrooms	  separated	  by	  another	  classroom.	  	  Regular	  
meetings	   were	   held	   between	   the	   Year	   2	   teachers	   and	   one	   of	   the	   School’s	   literacy	   support	  
personnel	  who	  also	  taught	  Year	  2.	  	  	  
Case	  study	  5:	  Progression	  through	  the	  Project	  
Profile	  of	  the	  teacher	  –	  Cathy	  
Cathy	   was	   over	   56	   years	   old	   and	   been	   teaching	   for	   more	   than	   15	   years.	   	   Her	   approach	   to	  
teaching	   seemed	  most	   closely	   aligned	   to	   the	  Serenity	  and	  Affective	  Distance	  phase	   in	  which	  
“the	  level	  of	  career	  ambition	  decreases,	  as	  does	  the	  level	  of	  investment,	  but	  the	  perception	  of	  
confidence,	  effectiveness	  and	  serenity	  appears	  to	  compensate	  for	  it”	  (M	  Huberman,	  1989a,	  p.	  
353).	   	  Cathy	  commented	  on	  how	  much	  of	  what	  she	  had	  learnt	  at	  Teachers’	  College	  was	  now	  
coming	  back	  into	  ‘fashion’	  and	  seemed	  confident	  in	  her	  ability	  to	  be	  an	  effective	  teacher.	  	  She	  
was	  well	  organised	  and	  expected	  her	  students	  to	  follow	  established	  routines	  in	  the	  classroom.	  	  
She	   travelled	   several	   times	   during	   the	   year	   of	   the	   Project	   and	   seemed	   able	   to	   “peacefully,	  
[leave]	  it	  all	  behind”	  (Peterson,	  1964,	  cited	  in	  M	  Huberman,	  1989a)	  and,	  as	  Huberman	  suggests	  
is	  typical	  of	  this	  phase,	  was	  more	  distanced	  from	  her	  students,	  taking	  on	  more	  of	  a	  parent	  or	  
grandparent	  role.	  	  	  
Cathy’s	  responses	  on	  the	  self-­‐efficacy	  component	  of	  the	  SLCRLA	  and	  the	  TRSES	  indicated	  that	  
she	  had	  considerable	  confidence	   in	  her	  ability	   to	  teach	   literacy	  related	  skills	  with	  an	  average	  
pre-­‐test	  response	  of	  2.6	  out	  of	  4	  on	  the	  self-­‐efficacy	  subtest	  of	  the	  SLCRLA	  and	  4.7	  out	  of	  5	  on	  
the	  TRSES.	  	  In	  the	  post-­‐test	  this	  had	  increased	  to	  an	  average	  of	  2.9	  on	  the	  SLCRLA	  and	  4.8	  on	  
the	   TRSES.	   	   Her	   confidence	   in	   her	   ability	   to	   support	   colleagues	   who	   were	   experiencing	  




Key	  Finding	  7.1	  
Cathy	  perceived	  herself	  to	  be	  an	  effective	  reading	  teacher	  and	  her	  belief	  in	  her	  ability	  to	  
support	  other	  teachers	  experiencing	  difficulty	  with	  their	  instructional	  practices	  increased	  
throughout	  the	  course	  of	  the	  Project.	  	  
	  
Cathy’s	   score	   of	   65	   on	   the	   TORP	   at	   the	   commencement	   of	   the	   Project	   indicated	   that	   she	  
favoured	  a	  decoding	  perspective;	  however,	  this	  changed	  to	  70	  by	  the	  end	  of	  the	  project,	  which	  
is	  at	  the	  lower	  end	  of	  the	  skills	  perspective.	  	  The	  teaching	  strategies	  she	  listed	  on	  the	  Literacy	  
Activities	   Survey	   indicated	   a	   predominantly	   skills	   perspective	   at	   the	   start	   of	   the	   Project.	  	  
Assessing	   Cathy’s	   literacy	   skills	   at	   the	   start	   of	   the	   Project	   resulted	   in	   a	   score	   of	   60%	  on	   the	  
TPAA	  and	  52%	  on	  the	  SLCRLA.	  	  On	  the	  TPAA	  she	  experienced	  difficulty	  with	  tasks	  that	  required	  
her	  to	  identify	  the	  second	  sounds	  in	  words	  and	  reverse	  the	  order	  of	  phonemes.	  	  At	  the	  end	  of	  
the	  Project	  her	  score	  on	  the	  SLCRLA	  increased	  slightly	  to	  53%.	  	  A	  breakdown	  of	  the	  assessment	  
areas	  and	  scores	  appears	  in	  Table	  7.2.	  It	  is	  relevant	  to	  consider	  that	  Cathy	  wrote	  a	  note	  on	  her	  
final	  assessment	  indicating	  that	  she	  was	  tired	  and	  not	  functioning	  at	  her	  best.	  	  	  	  
Table	  7.2.	  Cathy’s	  Performance	  on	  the	  SLCRLA	  
SLCRLA	   Pre-­‐	   Post-­‐	  
Phonemic	  –	  Knowledge	   2/4	   4/4	  
Phonemic	  –	  Ability	   8/10	   9/10	  
Phonological	  –	  Knowledge	   1/1	   1/1	  
Phonological	  –	  Ability	   5/7	   5/7	  
Phonics	  –	  Knowledge	   4/8	   3/8	  
Phonics	  –	  Ability	   ½	   0/2	  
Morphological	  –	  Knowledge	   0/3	   2/3	  
Morphological	  –	  Ability	   2/15	   2/15	  
Comprehension	  –	  Knowledge	   8/10	   6/10	  
TOTAL	   31/60	   32/60	  
	  
Cathy’s	   responses	   to	   the	  Program	   Evaluation	   Questionnaire	   indicated	   that	   she	   believed	   she	  
had	  gained	  from	  the	  Project	  with	  an	  average	  score	  of	  4	  compared	  to	  the	  mean	  of	  3.4	   for	  all	  
participants	  (Table	  7.3).	  	  She	  strongly	  agreed	  that	  the	  Project	  improved	  her	  ability	  to	  meet	  the	  
individual	  literacy	  needs	  of	  her	  students	  and	  agreed	  that	  the	  Project	  impacted	  positively	  on	  all	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of	  the	  other	  specified	  areas.	  	  Cathy	  appreciated	  the	  resources	  provided	  by	  the	  Project,	  such	  as	  
the	  Letters	  and	  Sounds	  program	  sheets.	  
Table	  7.3.	  Cathy’s	  Responses	  to	  the	  Program	  Evaluation	  Questionnaire	  








As	  a	  result	  of	  the	  professional	  development,	  you	  are	  able	  to:	   (3.5)	   (4.1)	  
1.	  Make	  clearer	  links	  between	  your	  teaching	  goals	  and	  classroom	  activities	  
in	  relation	  to	  literacy	  
3.7	   4	  
2.	  Use	  more	  effective	  teaching	  and	  learning	  strategies	  appropriate	  to	  the	  
literacy	  content	  you	  teach	  
3.7	   4	  
3.	  Use	  teaching	  and	  learning	  strategies	  that	  are	  more	  challenging	  and	  
engaging	  
3.3	   4	  
4.	  Better	  meet	  the	  individual	  literacy	  needs	  of	  your	  students	   3.6	   5	  
5.	  Link	  assessment	  into	  the	  teaching	  and	  learning	  cycle	  more	  effectively	   3.8	   4	  
6.	  Provide	  more	  effective	  feedback	  to	  your	  students	  to	  support	  their	  
learning	  
3.3	   4	  
7.	  Access	  and	  use	  literacy	  materials	  and	  resources	  more	  effectively	   3.4	   4	  
As	  a	  result	  of	  the	  PD,	  your	  students:	   (3.2)	   (4)	  
8.	  Have	  fewer	  difficulties	  in	  understanding	  what	  they	  are	  being	  taught	  in	  
relation	  to	  literacy	  
3.1	   4	  
9.	  Learn	  more	  purposely	   3.2	   4	  
10.	  Engage	  more	  actively	  in	  literacy	  learning	  activities	   3.2	   4	  
11.	  Demonstrate	  enhanced	  literacy	  learning	  outcomes	   3.2	   4	  
12.	  Access	  and	  use	  literacy	  materials	  and	  resources	  more	  effectively	   3.1	   4	  
As	  a	  result	  of	  the	  PD:	   (3.6)	   (4)	  
13.	  My	  ability	  to	  meet	  the	  literacy	  learning	  needs	  of	  my	  students	  has	  
expanded	  
3.6	   4	  
14.	  My	  confidence	  in	  teaching	  literacy	  has	  increased	   3.6	   4	  




Key	  Finding	  7.2	  
Survey	  instruments	  did	  not	  indicate	  any	  significant	  changes	  in	  beliefs	  and	  knowledge	  at	  the	  
conclusion	  of	  the	  Project;	  however,	  Cathy	  reported	  improved	  confidence	  and	  instructional	  
practices	  on	  the	  Program	  Evaluation	  Questionnaire.	  	  
	  
The	  teaching	  actions	  
The	   following	   classroom	   features	   from	   the	   Literacy	   Practices	   Guide	   (Konza,	   2012a)	   were	  
evident	  in	  Cathy’s	  classroom:	  
• Room	  design	  supported	  whole	  group,	  small	  group	  and	  individual	  instruction	  
• Alphabet	  displayed	  
• Word	  walls	  	  
• Other	  words	  categorised	  (e.g.	  in	  themes)	  
• High-­‐interest	  fiction	  and	  non-­‐fiction	  books	  available	  at	  variety	  of	  reading	  levels	  
• Take	  home	  books	  
In	   addition,	   there	   were	   desk	   charts	   with	   the	   alphabet,	   sounds	   and	   key	   words	   to	   support	  
literacy	   as	  well	   as	  mathematics.	   	   THRASS	   charts	  were	   also	   displayed	   on	   desks	   and	  walls.	   	   A	  
document	   study	   identified	   a	   number	   of	   student	   workbooks	   for	   subject	   areas,	   but	   during	  
observations,	   students	   primarily	   used	   First	   Steps	   worksheets,	   which	   they	   pasted	   into	  
workbooks.	   	   Observed	   feedback	   on	   written	   work	   was	   generally	   a	   tick	   to	   acknowledge	  
completion.	  
Observations	   of	   Cathy’s	   literacy	   lessons	   were	   undertaken	   once	   in	   April	   before	   the	  monthly	  
Project	  meetings	  commenced,	  and	  again	  in	  August.	  	  	  Interviews	  were	  conducted	  after	  each	  of	  
these	  observations,	  with	  an	  additional	   longer	   interview	   in	   June.	   	  During	   lesson	  observations,	  
the	   teaching	   actions	  were	   recorded	   and	   are	   reported	   below	   in	   conjunction	  with	   tables	   that	  
identify	  the	  emphasis	  for	  the	  teaching	  actions	  (Tables	  7.4	  and	  7.5).	  	  	  
During	   the	   first	   observation	   in	   April,	   the	   learning	   experiences	  were	   observed	   to	   include	   the	  
following	  features	  identified	  in	  the	  Literacy	  Practices	  Guide	  (Konza,	  2012a): 
• Activating	  prior	  knowledge	  of	  content.	  
• Modelling	  of	  good	  oral	  reading	  practices	  (fluency,	  use	  of	  expression).	  	  
• Whole-­‐class	  and	  targeted	  individual	  assistance.	  
• Specific	  attention	  to	  content-­‐specific	  vocabulary.	  
• Preview	  text	  layout	  of	  informational	  text.	  
Before	  class	  commenced,	  a	  parent	  helper	  worked	  with	  selected	  students	  on	  a	   ‘super-­‐reader’	  
program	  implemented	  by	  Cathy	  to	  develop	  students’	  reading	  fluency.	  	  Cathy	  also	  reported	  that	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she	  would	  provide	  additional	  literacy	  support	  for	  students	  requiring	  it	  when	  they	  read	  to	  her	  in	  
the	  morning.	  	  When	  the	  lesson	  commenced,	  Cathy	  directed	  students	  to	  sit	  on	  the	  mat	  in	  front	  
of	  a	  small	  whiteboard.	  	  The	  students	  read	  a	  story	  on	  mammals	  in	  pairs	  from	  the	  sheet	  provided	  
to	   them,	  after	  which	   the	  whole	   class	   read	   the	   same	  story	   in	  unison	  while	  Cathy	   listened	   for	  
students	  having	  difficulty	  with	  the	  task.	  	  She	  then	  worked	  through	  unfamiliar	  vocabulary	  from	  
the	   story,	  using	  actions	  at	   times	   to	   illustrate	   the	  meaning	  of	  words.	   	  One	   student	  asked	   the	  
meaning	  of	  the	  word	  ‘paragraph’	  and	  Cathy	  used	  this	  as	  a	  teaching	  opportunity.	  	  	  
Cathy	  then	  reminded	  students	  of	  the	  recount	  format	  by	  indicating	  the	  relevant	  wall	  chart	  and	  
checking	   for	  students’	  understanding	  of	   the	   terms:	  Title,	  Classification,	  Description,	  Location,	  
Dynamics	  and	  Conclusion.	  	  The	  class	  then	  co-­‐constructed	  the	  information	  needed	  to	  complete	  
the	  First	  Steps	  Facts	  and	  Falsehood	  worksheet	  on	  the	  whiteboard	  and	  returned	  to	  their	  desks	  
to	  transcribe	  this	  information	  onto	  the	  worksheet.	  	  This	  included	  a	  cloze	  activity	  based	  on	  the	  
reading	   students	   had	   done	   on	   the	   mat.	   	   Once	   they	   had	   completed	   this	   task	   there	   was	   an	  
information	  chart	  on	  mammals	  for	  students	  to	  complete.	  	  	  
After	   40	  minutes,	   students	  moved	   back	   to	   the	  mat	   to	   do	   an	   activity	   on	   spelling	   ‘dd’	  words.	  	  
Students	   generated	   a	   list	   of	   words	   they	   thought	   would	   be	   spelt	   with	   ‘dd’.	   	  When	   students	  
offered	  incorrect	  words	  they	  were	  told	  how	  the	  word	  was	  spelt,	  rather	  than	  being	  offered	  an	  
explanation	   of	   why	   their	   suggestion	   was	   not	   correct:	   for	   example,	   one	   student	   suggested	  
‘sliding’,	   but	   this	   was	   not	   used	   as	   an	   opportunity	   to	   teach	   the	   rule	   about	   words	   ending	   in	  
vowels	   compared	   to	   those	   that	   end	   in	   consonants.	   	   Students	   then	  moved	   to	   their	   desks	   to	  
complete	  their	  spelling	  workbooks	  based	  on	  levels	  determined	  by	  the	  teacher.	  	  Cathy	  used	  this	  
time	   to	   move	   around	   the	   classroom	   checking	   on	   students’	   progress	   and	   assisting	   students	  
experiencing	  difficulty.	  	  	  
Table	  7.4.	  First	  Observation	  of	  Cathy’s	  Teaching	  
Activity	   Emphasis	  
Super	  reader	   Fluency	  and	  phonics	  (analytic)	  
Reading	  in	  unison	   Fluency	  and	  vocabulary	  
Recount	   Comprehension	  
Spelling	   Orthographic	  knowledge	  (explicit)	  
	  
In	   the	  observation	  undertaken	   in	  August	   the	  before-­‐class	   ‘super-­‐reader’	  program	  was	   still	   in	  
place,	  with	  a	  number	  of	  students	  reading	  to	  Cathy	  so	  that	  she	  could	  monitor	  their	  progress	  and	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provide	  literacy	  support,	  generally	  in	  the	  form	  of	  feedback	  on	  decoding	  strategies,	  for	  students	  
experiencing	  difficulties.	  	  	  
The	  activities	  were	  focused	  on	  the	  book	  Best	  of	  Friends	  and	  the	  session	  began	  with	  students	  
predicting	  what	  the	  story	  might	  be	  about	  from	  looking	  at	  the	  front	  cover.	   	  Then	  some	  of	  the	  
elements	   of	   the	   cover,	   such	   as	   author	   and	   illustrator,	   were	   discussed,	  with	   Cathy	   providing	  
prompts	  to	  assist	  students	  to	  identify	  these	  features.	   	  Elements	  of	  visual	   literacy,	  such	  as	  the	  
use	   of	   colour	   and	   the	   selection	   of	   pictures,	   were	   also	   discussed.	   	   Cathy	   explained	   that	   she	  
would	   read	   the	   book	   first	   and	   then	   everyone	  would	   get	   a	   copy	   of	   the	   book	   to	   look	   at	   the	  
pictures	   and	   take	   turns	   to	   read	   aloud	   to	   the	   class.	   	   Cathy	   asked	   literal	   questions	   during	   the	  
reading	   of	   the	   book	   to	   monitor	   students’	   understanding.	   	   Once	   this	   was	   completed,	   she	  
generated	  a	   list	  of	  words	   from	   the	   story	   that	   students	  needed	   to	  write	  down:	  bride,	  butter,	  
cat,	   cousin,	   delicious,	   empty,	   family,	   food,	   friends,	   gobbled,	   hollow,	   house,	   licked,	   mouth,	  
repeated,	   responsible,	   river,	   rubbish,	   stored,	   tree,	   tub,	   wedding,	   winter	   and	   wonderful.	  	  
Students	   returned	   to	   their	   desks	  with	   the	   book	   and	   a	  word	   sleuth	  worksheet.	   Cathy	  moved	  
around	  the	  room	  listening	  to	  each	  student	  read	  and	  individually	  correcting	  words	  pronounced	  
incorrectly	  by	  providing	  the	  correct	  pronunciation.	  	  	  
Table	  7.5.	  Second	  Observation	  of	  Cathy’s	  Teaching	  
Activity	   Emphasis	  
Super	  reader	   Phonics	  (analytic)	  
Reading	   Comprehension	  
Individual	  reading	  	   Fluency	  and	  vocabulary	  
	  
Key	  Finding	  7.3	  
Cathy	  maintained	  a	  consistent	  approach	  to	  her	  whole	  of	  class	  literacy	  block	  activities	  
throughout	  the	  year.	  	  There	  was	  evidence	  of	  her	  understanding	  the	  need	  to	  teach	  phonics	  
explicitly,	  but	  this	  was	  not	  part	  of	  her	  standard	  literacy	  block	  activities.	  	  Students	  requiring	  
additional	  literacy	  assistance	  were	  referred	  to	  School	  C’s	  literacy	  support	  program	  or	  
received	  one-­‐on-­‐one	  reading	  assistance	  from	  Cathy	  before	  class.	  
	  
The	  Students	  
Cathy	   identified	   one	   student	   in	   her	   class	   as	   needing	   additional	   assistance.	   	   This	   student	  
improved	   in	  all	  areas	  on	   the	  AIST	   (vowels,	  consonants	  and	  the	  orthographic	  bonus)	  over	   the	  
course	  of	  the	  Project	  (Figures	  7.2-­‐7.5).	  	  Similarly,	  the	  student’s	  score	  on	  the	  Non-­‐Word	  Spelling	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subset	   of	   the	   SPAT-­‐R	   increased	   from	   29	   to	   65.	   	   Her	   total	   SPAT-­‐R	   score	   decreased	   over	   the	  
course	   of	   the	   Project	   suggesting	   that	   she	   was	   still	   experiencing	   significant	   difficulties	   with	  
phoneme	   identification	   and	   manipulation,	   although	   this	   was	   inconsistent	   with	   her	  
performance	   on	   the	   other	   assessment.	   	   It	   is	   possible	   that	   factors	   outside	   of	   her	   ability	  
influenced	  her	  performance	  on	  the	  post-­‐Project	  assessment	  task.	  	  
	  
Figure	  7.2.	  Pre-­‐	  and	  post-­‐Project	  AIST	  total	  percentage	  scores	  for	  Cathy’s	  student	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Figure	  7.4.	  Pre-­‐	  and	  post-­‐Project	  SPAT-­‐R	  percentile	  ranks	  for	  Cathy’s	  student	  
#	  	  The	  middle	  two	  quartiles	  (one	  standard	  deviation	  either	  side	  of	  the	  mean)	  for	  students	  in	  their	  2nd	  Year	  of	  Schooling	  =	  26	  –	  74%.	  	  




Figure	  7.5.	  Pre-­‐	  and	  post-­‐Project	  SPAT-­‐R	  non-­‐word	  percentile	  ranks	  for	  Cathy’s	  student	  
#	  The	  middle	  two	  quartiles	  (one	  standard	  deviation	  either	  side	  of	  the	  mean)	  for	  students	  in	  their	  2nd	  Year	  of	  Schooling	  =	  27	  –	  70%.	  	  
*The	  middle	  two	  quartiles	  (one	  standard	  deviation	  either	  side	  of	  the	  mean)	  for	  students	  in	  their	  3rd	  Year	  of	  Schooling	  =	  25	  –	  68%.	  	  	  
This	   student	  made	   progress	   with	   her	   reading	   skills,	   but	   there	   was	   a	   backward	   trend	   in	   the	  
SPAT-­‐R.	   	   Cathy	  was	  not	   able	   to	   explain	  why	   this	   occurred	  but	   the	  Researcher	  observed	   that	  
different	  staff	  members,	   including	  one	  of	  the	  education	  assistants,	  administered	  some	  of	  the	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when	  administering	   the	   assessments.	   	   Effect	   size	   could	  not	  be	   calculated,	   as	   there	  was	  only	  
one	  student’s	   result	   for	  Cathy’s	  class.	   	  Cathy	   reported	   that	  her	   students	  benefitted	   from	  her	  
involvement	  in	  the	  professional	  learning	  (see	  Table	  7.3)	  
Key	  Finding	  7.4	  
There	  were	  mixed	  outcomes	  for	  the	  focus	  student	  in	  Cathy’s	  class,	  but	  she	  was	  confident	  
that	  the	  professional	  learning	  contributed	  to	  improved	  literacy	  outcomes	  for	  her	  student.	  
	  
The	  Following	  Year:	  Influence	  and	  Impact	  
Cathy	   agreed	   to	   be	  observed	   and	   interviewed	   the	   following	   year.	   	   She	  had	   remained	   at	   the	  
same	  school	  as	  the	  previous	  year,	  was	  teaching	  Year	  2	  students	  and	  had	  remained	  in	  the	  same	  
classroom	  with	   the	   same	   layout.	   	   A	   document	   analysis	   indicated	   that	   she	   continued	   to	   use	  
student	   workbooks	   for	   subject	   areas	   and	   provide	   feedback	   in	   the	   form	   of	   a	   tick	   to	  
acknowledge	  completion.	  
Cathy	  reported	  that	  this	  group	  had	  weaker	  literacy	  skills	  than	  students	  in	  the	  previous	  year.	  	  	  
Students	  were	  continuing	  work	  they	  had	  started	  earlier	  in	  the	  week	  on	  the	  ‘i	  –	  e’,’	  I	  –	  y’,	  ‘igh’	  
and	   ‘ie’	   spelling	   of	   /aɪ/	   (as	   in	   high)	   and	  were	   generating	   a	   list	   of	  words	   incorporating	   these	  
letter	  patterns	  that	  Cathy	  then	  transcribed	  onto	  the	  blackboard.	  	  The	  next	  activity	  focused	  on	  
informational	   texts	   and	   their	   structure.	   	   Students	  had	  a	   copy	  of	   the	   text	   and	  Cathy	  directed	  
them	   to	   the	   contents	   page	   asking	   students	   how	   it	   was	   organised.	   	   She	   provided	   several	  
prompts	  and	  shaped	  students’	  responses	  through	  questioning.	  	  When	  students	  had	  identified	  
that	   the	   headings	   were	   structured	   as	   questions,	   Cathy	   asked	   specific	   groups	   of	   students	   to	  
read	   the	   section	   for	   the	   question	   she	   asked.	   	   Cathy	   activated	   prior	   knowledge	   by	   asking	  
students	   if	   they	   remembered	   the	   definition	   of	   ‘pollution’	   from	   their	   work	   the	   day	   before.	  	  
Students	  then	  moved	  to	  their	  tables	  to	  complete	  a	  worksheet	  based	  on	  the	  information	  in	  the	  
reading,	   which	   also	   included	   cutting	   out	   pictures	   and	   matching	   them	   to	   the	   definitions	  
provided.	  	  Once	  they	  finished	  this	  task	  they	  had	  a	  ‘word	  sleuth’	  to	  complete.	  	  
Table	  7.6.	  Final	  Observations	  of	  Cathy’s	  Teaching.	  
Activity	   Emphasis	  
Sounds	   Phonics	  (explicit/synthetic)	  




The	  emphasis	  of	  teaching	  was	  similar	  across	  the	  different	  observations	  (Table	  7.4,	  7.5	  and	  7.6)	  
but	  there	  are	  indications	  of	  increased	  use	  of	  explicit	  synthetic	  approaches	  and	  Cathy	  reported	  
that,	   after	   the	   first	   professional	   learning	   day,	   she	   was	   reminded	   of	   the	   Let’s	   Decode	  
(Formentin,	   1993)	   material	   (an	   early	   intervention	   program	   utilising	   a	   synthetic	   phonics	  
approach)	  that	  she	  had	  formerly	  	  used	  to	  teach	  reading.	  	  She	  located	  this	  material	  and	  started	  
to	   use	   it	   in	   the	   sessions	   before	   school	   with	   students	   experiencing	   reading	   difficulties.	   	   This	  
suggests	   that	   Cathy	   was	   cognisant	   of	   the	   importance	   of	   synthetic	   phonics	   in	   reading	  
instruction.	  	  
Key	  Finding	  7.5	  
Cathy	  was	  clear	  on	  the	  need	  to	  teach	  students	  explicitly	  about	  phonics	  to	  develop	  their	  
reading	  skills	  and	  the	  reported	  use	  of	  synthetic	  phonics	  material	  with	  students	  experiencing	  
reading	  difficulties	  is	  suggestive	  of	  a	  change	  in	  PCK.	  
	  
In	  the	  Teacher’s	  Words	  
Cathy	  was	  enthusiastic	  about	  the	  Project	  as	  an	  opportunity	  to	  share	  information	  with	  teachers	  
from	  other	  schools	  and	   learn	  what	   they	  do	  to	  support	  children	  with	   literacy	  difficulties.	   	  She	  
felt	   the	   Project	   had	   affirmed	   her	   beliefs	   about	   how	   children	   learn	   to	   read	   and	   would	   be	  
valuable	   for	  beginning	   teachers	  or	   those	  who	  did	  not	  have	  an	  early	  years’	  background.	   	  This	  
positions	  Cathy	  at	  the	  Collaboration	  stage	  (Hall	  &	  Hord,	  2001).	  	  
Key	  Finding	  7.6	  
Cathy	  was	  positive	  about	  the	  Project,	  although	  she	  felt	  it	  would	  be	  more	  helpful	  to	  
beginning	  teachers	  than	  those	  with	  her	  level	  of	  experience.	  	  	  	  
	  
Cathy	  was	  very	  positive	  about	  the	  approach	  being	  used	  at	  her	  school	  to	  support	  children	  with	  
literacy	  difficulties,	  but	  explained	  that	  this	  was	  not	  always	  reflected	  in	  the	  NAPLAN	  results	  as	  
there	  were	  still	  many	  children	  coming	  from	  other	  schools	  and	  overseas	  who	  had	  not	  had	  the	  
benefit	  of	   the	  type	  of	  early	   intervention	  offered	  at	  her	  school.	  Kindergarten	  and	  Pre-­‐primary	  
classes	   incorporated	   the	   synthetic	   phonics	   program	   Jolly	   Phonics	   into	   their	   learning	  
experiences	   and,	   in	   Years	   1	   and	   2,	   students	   who	   were	   slower	   than	   their	   peers	   to	   acquire	  
literacy	  skills	  received	  support	  through	  the	  literacy	  support	  withdrawal	  program.	  	  	  
Midway	  through	  the	  year	  Cathy	  reported	  that	  the	  Project	  had	  not	  made	  any	  difference	  to	  her	  
teaching	   because	   she	   felt	   students	   received	   the	   instruction	   they	   needed	   from	   the	   literacy	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support	  program,	  so	  all	  she	  needed	  to	  do	  was	  to	  give	  them	  the	  opportunity	  to	  practise	  this	  in	  
the	  classroom.	  	  Cathy	  saw	  this	  as	  an	  advantage,	  as	  she	  was	  able	  to	  focus	  on	  moving	  the	  more	  
able	  students	  on	  from	  ‘learning	  to	  read’	  to	  ‘reading	  to	  learn’.	  	  She	  questioned	  the	  ability	  of	  any	  
teacher	   to	   be	   able	   to	   cater	   for	   students	   with	   reading	   difficulties	   in	   their	   regular	   classroom	  
suggesting,	  “You	  can	  have	  your	  groups	  but	  the	  only	  group	  that	   is	  working	   is	  the	  one	  you	  are	  
with”	  and	  saw	  withdrawal	  programs	  like	  literacy	  support	  as	  the	  answer	  to	  this	  problem.	  	  	  
Key	  Finding	  7.7	  
Despite	  having	  the	  knowledge	  and	  skills	  to	  teach	  reading	  to	  students	  experiencing	  reading	  
difficulties,	  Cathy’s	  experience	  at	  School	  C	  supported	  her	  belief	  that	  reading	  interventions	  
are	  best	  delivered	  through	  small	  group	  instruction	  in	  a	  withdrawal	  program.	  	  	  
	  
After	   the	   final	   observation	   the	   following	   year,	   Cathy	   was	   interviewed	   to	   see	   what	   her	  
perception	  of	   the	  program	  was	   in	   retrospect.	   	   She	   reported	   that	   she	   found	   the	  professional	  
learning	   sessions	   interesting	   and	   revisiting	   phonics	   instruction	   a	   worthwhile	   exercise.	   	   As	   a	  
result	   of	   her	   learning	   in	   the	   Project	   she	   had	   concentrated	   more	   on	   tasks	   that	   involved	  
identifying	  sounds,	  word	  studies	  and	  providing	  students	  with	  multiple	  opportunities	  to	  write.	  	  
Given	  that	  her	  concerns	  were	  related	  to	  Collaboration,	  this	  evaluative	  process	  is	  aligned	  with	  
the	  Refocusing	  stage	  (Hall	  &	  Hord,	  2001).	  
Case	  study	  6:	  Progression	  through	  the	  Project	  
Profile	  of	  the	  teacher	  –	  Charlotte	  
Charlotte	  was	  between	  26	  and	  35	  years	  old	  and	  had	  been	  teaching	  between	  6	  and	  10	  years.	  	  In	  
terms	  of	  Huberman’s	   stages	   (1989a),	   this	  would	  place	  her	   in	   the	  Diversification	   and	  Change	  
phase;	  however,	  observations	  of	  her	  teaching	  suggested	  she	  was	  somewhere	  between	  this	  and	  
the	  stabilisation	  stage.	  	  She	  appeared	  to	  be	  comfortable	  in	  her	  instructional	  abilities	  “refining,	  
a	  basic	  instructional	  repertoire	  on	  which	  [she]	  can,	  finally,	  rely”	  (p.	  350),	  but	  there	  were	  times	  
when	   she	   deviated	   from	   this	   and	   was	   more	   spontaneous	   in	   her	   instructional	   approach.	  	  
Charlotte	  had	  a	  genuine	  manner	  with	  the	  students	  and	  they	  responded	  positively	  to	  her.	  	  She	  
used	   a	   great	   deal	   of	   positive	   reinforcement,	   identifying	   those	   children	   who	   were	   behaving	  
correctly,	   and	   making	   connections	   with	   the	   children	   such	   as	   “welcome	   back,	   how	   are	   you	  
feeling	  now?”	  to	  a	  child	  who	  had	  returned	  to	  school	  after	  being	  absent	  due	  to	  illness.	  	  
Charlotte’s	   responses	  on	   the	   self-­‐efficacy	  component	  of	   the	  SLCRLA	   indicated	   that	   she	   rated	  
herself	  as	  ‘good’	  -­‐	  2.9	  out	  of	  4	  -­‐	  on	  all	  aspects	  of	  literacy	  instruction	  at	  the	  start	  of	  the	  Project,	  
and	  this	  remained	  constant	  throughout	  the	  Project.	  	  Her	  level	  of	  confidence	  on	  the	  TRSES	  was	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higher	  with	  an	  average	  response	  of	  4.7	  on	  a	  5-­‐point	  Likert	  scale.	  	  Her	  sense	  of	  self-­‐efficacy	  was	  
higher	  than	  the	  other	  case	  study	  teachers,	  and	  remained	  static	  over	  the	  course	  of	  the	  Project.	  	  
In	  the	  pre-­‐test,	  the	  single	  question	  on	  which	  she	  rated	  herself	  lower	  than	  five	  was	  ‘How	  would	  
you	  rate	  your	  ability	  to	  teach	  using	  assessment	  to	  inform	  reading	  instruction?’	  	  In	  the	  post-­‐test	  
she	  rated	  herself	  as	  ‘very	  good’	  on	  this	  item	  but,	  in	  contrast,	  she	  rated	  herself	  as	  ‘moderate’	  on	  
the	  post-­‐Project	  response	  to	  ‘How	  would	  you	  rate	  your	  ability	  to	  teach	  literacy	  skills	  to	  English	  
Language	  Learners	  (ELLs)?’	  compared	  to	  a	  response	  of	  ‘very	  good’	  pre-­‐Project.	  	  This	  may	  relate	  
to	  an	  experience	  of	  ELL	  during	  the	  year	  or	  a	  shift	  in	  perception	  that	  ELL	  can	  be	  interpreted	  as	  
English	  as	  a	  Second	  Language	  (ESL).	  	  	  
Charlotte’s	  score	  of	  74	  pre-­‐	  and	  75	  post-­‐	  on	  the	  TORP	  indicated	  that	  her	  preference	  for	  a	  ‘skill’s	  
approach’	   to	   teaching	  reading	  remained	  the	  same	  throughout	  the	  Project.	   	  This	   is	  consistent	  
with	   the	   teaching	   strategies	   she	   listed	   on	   the	   Literacy	   Activities	   Survey	   administered	   at	   the	  
start	  of	  the	  Project.	  
Charlotte	   scored	   56%	  on	   the	   TPAA	   and	   experienced	  difficulty	   isolating	   the	   sounds	   in	  words.	  	  
On	   the	   first	   administration	   of	   the	   SLCRLA	   Charlotte’s	   overall	   score	   was	   50%,	   changing	   only	  
slightly	  to	  54%	  on	  the	  post-­‐survey;	  however,	  the	  scores	  in	  individual	  sections	  changed	  and	  one	  
area	   in	   which	   there	   was	   a	   noticeable	   improvement	   was	   in	   Charlotte’s	   morphological	  
knowledge	  and	  skills.	   	  Morphological	  awareness	  was	  an	  area	   in	  which	  the	  teachers	  generally	  
performed	   poorly	   and	   was	   subsequently	   covered	   in	   one	   of	   the	   Project	   sessions,	   thus	  
Charlotte’s	  improvement	  appears	  to	  link	  directly	  to	  Project	  content.	  	  
Table	  7.7.	  Charlotte’s	  Performance	  on	  the	  SLRLA	  
SLCRLA	   Pre-­‐	   Post-­‐	  
Phonemic	  –	  Knowledge	   2/4	   3/4	  
Phonemic	  –	  Ability	   8/10	   5/10	  
Phonological	  –	  Knowledge	   0/1	   0/1	  
Phonological	  –	  Ability	   7/7	   6/7	  
Phonics	  –	  Knowledge	   5/8	   2/8	  
Phonics	  –	  Ability	   0/2	   0/2	  
Morphological	  –	  Knowledge	   0/3	   3/3	  
Morphological	  –	  Ability	   0/15	   7/15	  
Comprehension	  –	  Knowledge	   8/10	   6/10	  




Key	  Finding	  7.8	  
Charlotte’s	  perception	  of	  self-­‐efficacy	  was	  higher	  at	  the	  beginning	  of	  the	  Project	  than	  the	  
average	  for	  the	  Project	  participants	  and,	  like	  her	  skills	  and	  theoretical	  orientation	  to	  
reading,	  did	  not	  change	  over	  the	  course	  of	  the	  Project.	  	  	  
	  
Charlotte’s	   responses	   to	   the	   Program	   Evaluation	   Questionnaire	   (Table	   7.8)	   indicated	   that,	  
overall,	  she	  felt	  that	  the	  experience	  had	  improved	  her	  confidence	  and	  instructional	  practices	  in	  
meeting	  the	   literacy	  needs	  of	  her	  students.	   	  She	  was	   less	  confident	  regarding	  the	   impact	  the	  
Project	  had	  on	   the	  outcomes	   for	  her	   students,	  which	  was	  consistent	  with	  evaluations	  of	   the	  
whole	  cohort.	  	  Charlotte’s	  overall	  mean	  for	  the	  evaluation	  was	  4,	  making	  it	  slightly	  higher	  than	  
the	   3.4	  mean	   for	   all	   participants.	  However,	  with	   a	   response	  of	   4	   to	   all	   items	  on	   the	   survey,	  
there	  is	  the	  concern	  that	  she	  responded	  holistically	  to	  the	  Project	  without	  due	  consideration	  of	  
the	  specific	  questions	  being	  asked.	  	  
Table	  7.8.	  Charlotte’s	  Response	  to	  the	  Program	  Evaluation	  Questionnaire	  








As	  a	  result	  of	  the	  professional	  development,	  you	  are	  able	  to:	   (3.5)	   (4)	  
1.	  Make	  clearer	  links	  between	  your	  teaching	  goals	  and	  classroom	  activities	  
in	  relation	  to	  literacy	  
3.7	   4	  
2.	  Use	  more	  effective	  teaching	  and	  learning	  strategies	  appropriate	  to	  the	  
literacy	  content	  you	  teach	  
3.7	   4	  
3.	  Use	  teaching	  and	  learning	  strategies	  that	  are	  more	  challenging	  and	  
engaging	  
3.3	   4	  
4.	  Better	  meet	  the	  individual	  literacy	  needs	  of	  your	  students	   3.6	   4	  
5.	  Link	  assessment	  into	  the	  teaching	  and	  learning	  cycle	  more	  effectively	   3.8	   4	  
6.	  Provide	  more	  effective	  feedback	  to	  your	  students	  to	  support	  their	  
learning	  
3.3	   4	  
7.	  Access	  and	  use	  literacy	  materials	  and	  resources	  more	  effectively	   3.4	   4	  
As	  a	  result	  of	  the	  PD,	  your	  students:	   (3.2)	   (4)	  
8.	  Have	  fewer	  difficulties	  in	  understanding	  what	  they	  are	  being	  taught	  in	  
relation	  to	  literacy	  
3.1	   4	  
9.	  Learn	  more	  purposely	   3.2	   4	  
10.	  Engage	  more	  actively	  in	  literacy	  learning	  activities	   3.2	   4	  
11.	  Demonstrate	  enhanced	  literacy	  learning	  outcomes	   3.2	   4	  
12.	  Access	  and	  use	  literacy	  materials	  and	  resources	  more	  effectively	   3.1	   4	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As	  a	  result	  of	  the	  PD:	   (3.6)	   (4)	  
13.	  My	  ability	  to	  meet	  the	  literacy	  learning	  needs	  of	  my	  students	  has	  
expanded	  
3.6	   4	  
14.	  My	  confidence	  in	  teaching	  literacy	  has	  increased	   3.6	   4	  
Note:	  Item	  rated	  1	  =	  strongly	  disagree,	  2	  =	  disagree,	  3	  =	  somewhat	  agree,	  4	  =	  agree,	  5	  =	  strongly	  agree	  
Key	  Finding	  7.9	  
Although	  Charlotte’s	  knowledge	  and	  skills	  did	  not	  indicate	  improvement	  on	  the	  survey	  
measures,	  she	  reported	  that	  her	  practice	  had	  improved	  as	  a	  result	  of	  her	  involvement	  in	  
the	  Project.	  	  	  
	  
The	  teaching	  actions	  
The	  following	  classroom	  features	  were	  evident	  in	  Charlotte’s	  classroom:	  
• Room	  design	  supported	  whole	  group,	  small	  group	  and	  individual	  instruction.	  
• “Living”	  word	  wall.	  
• Alphabet	  displayed.	  
• Other	  words	  categorised	  (e.g.	  in	  themes).	  
• High-­‐interest	  fiction	  and	  non-­‐fiction	  books	  available	  at	  variety	  of	  reading	  levels.	  
• Take	  home	  books.	  
(Konza,	  2012a)	  
	  
The	  classroom	  environment	  was	  attractive	  and	  well	  organised,	  and	  there	  were	  photographs	  of	  
the	  students	  and	  students’	  work	  samples	  displayed	  around	  the	  room.	  The	  charts	  on	  the	  walls	  
included	  sounds	  cards,	  Reading	  Roles	  from	  First	  Steps,	  a	  map	  of	  Australia	  and	  number	  charts.	  	  
A	   document	   analysis	   indicated	   that	   Charlotte	   provided	   feedback	   in	   the	   form	   of	   stamps,	  
encouraging	   comments	   and	   ticks.	   	   Spelling	   was	   corrected	   in	   workbooks,	   but	   there	   was	   no	  
written	  directional	  feedback	  given	  to	  help	  students	  understand	  their	  errors.	  
During	   lesson	   observations,	   the	   teaching	   actions	   were	   recorded	   and	   are	   reported	   below	   in	  
conjunction	   with	   tables	   that	   identify	   the	   emphasis	   for	   the	   teaching	   actions	   (Tables	   7.9	   and	  
7.10).	   	  The	  first	  observation	  took	  place	   in	  May	  and	  the	  main	  feature	  of	  the	  Literacy	  Practices	  
Guide	  (Konza,	  2012a)	  observed	  was	  that	  the	  purpose	  of	  the	  lesson	  was	  stated.	  	  Students	  were	  
randomly	  allocated	  to	  reading	  groups,	  with	  the	  exception	  of	  the	  students	  identified	  as	  having	  
reading	   difficulties.	   	   These	   students	   were	   sent	   to	   the	   literacy	   support	   classroom	   for	  Direct	  
Instruction.	   	  Students	  in	  Charlotte’s	  classroom	  read	  a	  passage	  and	  highlighted	  the	  key	  points.	  	  
When	   they	   had	   completed	   this	   task,	   they	  moved	   to	   the	  mat	  with	   their	   ‘shoulder	   buddy’	   to	  
discuss	  the	  points	  they	  found.	  	  The	  task	  was	  to	  write	  statements	  (rather	  than	  questions)	  about	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mammals	   that	   other	   students	   would	   read	   to	   determine	   if	   they	   were	   true	   or	   false.	   	   These	  
sentences	  were	  written	  on	  a	  worksheet	  from	  the	  First	  Steps	  support	  material.	  	  Students	  could	  
use	   their	   books	   to	   find	   facts	   and	   to	   check	   spelling.	   	   Charlotte	   helped	   some	   students:	   for	  
example,	   with	   the	   spelling	   of	   ‘hippo’	   Charlotte	   prompted	   “hh	   hh	   hh…”	   but	   there	   was	   no	  
instruction	   around	   rules	   for	   doubling	   the	   ‘p’.	   	   When	   a	   student	   asked	   how	   to	   spell	   ‘pig’	  
Charlotte	  provided	  the	  sounds	  “/p/-­‐/i/-­‐/g/”.	  
This	  activity	   continued	   for	  45	  minutes,	   after	  which	   the	   students	  moved	   to	   spelling	  using	   the	  
familiar	   ‘Look,	   Say,	   Cover,	  Write,	   Check’	   strategy.	   	   This	   activity	   took	   about	   10	  minutes,	   and	  
included	  students	  testing	  each	  other.	  	  There	  was	  no	  input	  from	  the	  teacher	  during	  this	  activity	  
apart	   from	  keeping	  students	  on	  task.	   	  Spelling	   lists	  were	  determined	  by	  the	  students’	   results	  
on	  the	  Salisbury	  word	  list.	  	  For	  the	  weaker	  students,	  lists	  were	  made	  up	  of	  five	  words	  from	  the	  
Salisbury	  word	   list	  and	   five	   from	  sounds	   they	  were	  doing	  with	   the	   literacy	   support	  program,	  
which	  used	  a	  synthetic	  phonics	  approach.	   	  The	  literacy	  block	  concluded	  with	  a	  report-­‐writing	  
task.	  	  Students	  recapped	  the	  material	  they	  had	  been	  reading	  in	  this	  lesson	  by	  highlighting	  key	  
words	  in	  pairs.	  	  	  
Table	  7.9.	  First	  Observation	  of	  Charlotte’s	  Teaching	  
Activity	   Emphasis	  
Reading	   Comprehension	  
‘Look,	  Say,	  Cover,	  Write,	  Check’	  
(general)	  
Graphophonic	  knowledge	  
‘Look,	  Say,	  Cover,	  Write,	  Check’	  
(specific	  students)	  
Graphophonic	  knowledge	  and	  phonics	  (synthetic)	  
Writing	   Comprehension	  
	  
During	  the	  second	  observation	   in	  August,	   the	   literacy	  block	  commenced	  with	  a	  story	  reading	  
activity.	  	  Students	  were	  familiar	  with	  the	  tasks	  and	  there	  was	  little	  teacher	  direction	  during	  this	  
session.	   	   The	   lesson	   started	  with	   the	   shared	   reading	   of	   the	   story,	   with	   Charlotte	   correcting	  
errors	  by	  providing	  the	  correct	  word.	  	  This	  was	  interspersed	  with	  prediction	  activities	  and	  the	  
identification	  of	  problems	  and	  possible	  solutions.	  	  Charlotte	  completed	  reading	  the	  story	  with	  
students	   following	   along	  with	   her	   reading.	   	   Students	   then	  moved	   to	   their	   desks	   and	  mostly	  
worked	   independently	   on	   an	   illustration	   from	   the	   passage	   they	   read.	   	   The	   task	   engaged	  
students	   and	   is	   typical	   of	   the	   type	   of	   activity	   used	   in	   many	   literacy	   lessons;	   however,	   it	  
constituted	  40	  minutes	  of	  the	  90	  minute	  literacy	  block	  and	  did	  not	  involve	  any	  actual	  literacy	  
instruction.	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After	  that	  period	  of	  time,	  students	  moved	  on	  to	  spelling	  journal	  work,	  with	  Charlotte	  working	  
her	  way	   around	   the	   room.	   	   As	  with	   the	   previous	   observation,	   the	   spelling	   lists	   for	   students	  
experiencing	  difficulties	  included	  five	  words	  from	  sounds	  they	  were	  covering	  with	  the	  literacy	  
support	  program.	  	  All	  students	  had	  to	  colour	  code	  the	  sounds	  in	  the	  words	  so	  that	  individual	  
sounds	  were	  identified.	  	  As	  it	  was	  Monday	  and	  students	  had	  started	  a	  new	  word	  list,	  there	  was	  
more	   explicit	   instruction	   in	   the	   sounds	   contained	   in	   the	   list	   words.	   	   Some	   examples	   of	   this	  
were	  recorded	  in	  field	  notes	  and	  are	  provided	  below:	  	  
A	  student	  is	  trying	  to	  explain	  that	  he	  has	  found	  another	  example	  of	  a	  word	  
with	  a	  silent	  ‘k’,	  knee.	  	  Charlotte	  is	  unsure	  what	  he	  is	  talking	  about	  and	  as	  
he	  tries	  to	  elaborate	  he	  refers	  to	  the	  ‘k’	  as	  a	  ‘c’.	  	  He	  says	  something	  about	  
the	  ‘c’	  making	  you	  say	  the	  ‘n’	  then	  the	  ‘ee’.	  	  Charlotte	  does	  not	  correct	  the	  
student’s	  use	  of	  the	  wrong	  letter	  to	  represent	  the	  sound	  only	  saying	  that	  
she	  understands	  silent	  ‘k’	  with	  knee.	  	  
When	  a	  student	  said	  ‘lietle’	  instead	  of	  ‘little’,	  Charlotte	  corrected	  her,	  but	  
did	  not	  explain	  why	  the	  word	  was	  pronounced	  in	  this	  way.	  
When	  helping	  a	  child	  spell	  ‘about’,	  Charlotte	  sounded	  out	  U	  buh	  ow	  u	  tt;	  
there	  was	  no	  mention	  of	  the	  sound	  ‘ow’	  being	  spelt	  with	  ‘ou’.	  	  
Other	  examples	  of	  spelling	  assistance	  included:	  
Providing	  the	  letters	  of	  the	  words	  ‘back’	  -­‐	  ‘b	  a	  c	  k’	  and	  ‘crawl’	  –	  ‘c	  r	  a	  w	  l	  ‘	  
“‘after’	  	  -­‐	  what	  is	  the	  first	  sound	  you	  hear?	  It	  has	  an	  ‘r’	  at	  the	  end	  of	  afta”	  
“	  ‘er’	  makes	  the	  ‘err’	  sound”	  
“Gorgeous	  is	  pronounced	  ‘gor’	  ‘ge’	  ‘oss‘”	  	  
“Wood,	  two	  ‘o’s	  together	  make	  the	  ‘oo’	  sound”	  
“‘o’	  is	  with	  the	  ‘e’	  in	  that	  word”	  
“because	  ‘au’	  is	  one	  sound”	  
It	  was	  observed	  that	  Charlotte	  did	  not	  direct	  students	  to	  look	  for	  smaller	  words	  in	  words	  as	  a	  
reading	  or	  spelling	  strategy.	  	  	  
Table	  7.10.	  Second	  Observation	  of	  Charlotte’s	  Teaching.	  
Activity	   Emphasis	  
Reading	   Comprehension	  
‘Look,	  Say,	  Cover,	  Write,	  Check’	  
(general)	  
Graphophonic	  knowledge	  and	  phonics	  (analytic)	  
‘Look,	  Say,	  Cover,	  Write,	  Check’	  
(specific	  students)	  




Key	  Finding	  7.10	  
There	  was	  more	  evidence	  of	  Charlotte	  working	  on	  sounds	  during	  the	  whole	  of	  class	  
instruction	  in	  the	  later	  observations;	  however,	  there	  were	  numerous	  missed	  opportunities	  
for	  incidental	  teaching	  or	  using	  whole-­‐class	  instruction	  to	  work	  on	  specific	  sounds.	  	  	  
	  
The	  Students’	  Performance	  
The	  students	  from	  Charlotte’s	  class	  who	  were	  identified	  as	  needing	  additional	  reading	  support	  
became	  part	  of	   the	  withdrawal	   literacy	   support	  program	  conducted	  at	   School	  C,	   so	  a	   strong	  
connection	  between	  Charlotte’s	  teaching	  and	  student	  performance	  cannot	  be	  made.	  	  Despite	  
this,	  the	  results	  have	  been	  included	  here	  in	  consideration	  of	  the	  overall	  literacy	  support	  at	  the	  
School	  (Figures	  7.6	  –	  7.9).	  	  Student	  2	  appeared	  to	  have	  made	  good	  progress	  on	  the	  SPAT-­‐R,	  but	  
she	  was	  not	  assessed	  on	  the	  AIST	  in	  March	  so	  a	  score	  for	  this	  measure	  has	  not	  been	  provided.	  	  
Student	   3	   did	   not	   appear	   to	   have	   made	   any	   progress	   on	   the	   skills	   assessed	   in	   the	   AIST,	  
although	   the	   breakdown	   into	   subskills	   suggests	   that	   some	   progress	   had	   been	   made	   with	  
consonant	   and	   vowel	   knowledge.	   Unfortunately,	   this	   was	   offset	   with	   a	   drop	   in	   score	   for	  
consonant	  blends.	   	  Similarly,	  this	  student	  progressed	  with	  part	  of	  the	  SPAT-­‐R	  assessment	  but	  
performed	  more	  poorly	  on	  the	  non-­‐word	  spelling	  subtests.	  When	  a	  student’s	  skills	  appear	  to	  
have	  deteriorated	  over	  the	  year,	  more	  information	  is	  required	  to	  determine	  whether	  this	  is	  an	  
accurate	  reflection	  of	  their	  progress	  or	  if	  there	  were	  other	  factors	  impacting	  on	  the	  student	  at	  
the	  time	  of	  testing.	  	  	  	  
	  
Figure	  7.6.	  Pre-­‐	  and	  post-­‐Project	  AIST	  total	  percentage	  scores	  for	  Charlotte’s	  student	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Figure	  7.7.	  Pre-­‐	  and	  post-­‐Project	  AIST	  subskills	  percentage	  scores	  for	  Charlotte’s	  student	  
	  
	  
Figure	  7.8.	  Pre-­‐	  and	  post-­‐Project	  SPAT-­‐R	  percentile	  ranks	  for	  Charlotte’s	  students	  
#	  	  The	  middle	  two	  quartiles	  (one	  standard	  deviation	  either	  side	  of	  the	  mean)	  for	  students	  in	  their	  2nd	  Year	  of	  Schooling	  =	  26	  –	  74%.	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Figure	  7.9.	  Pre-­‐	  and	  post-­‐Project	  SPAT-­‐R	  non-­‐word	  percentile	  ranks	  for	  Charlotte’s	  students	  
#	  The	  middle	  two	  quartiles	  (one	  standard	  deviation	  either	  side	  of	  the	  mean)	  for	  students	  in	  their	  2nd	  Year	  of	  Schooling	  =	  27	  –	  70%.	  	  
*The	  middle	  two	  quartiles	  (one	  standard	  deviation	  either	  side	  of	  the	  mean)	  for	  students	  in	  their	  3rd	  Year	  of	  Schooling	  =	  25	  –	  68%.	  	  	  
	  
Overall	  assessment	  results	   indicated	  that	   the	  students	  made	  progress	  over	  the	  course	  of	   the	  
year,	  but	   there	  were	   lower	  post-­‐scores	  on	  some	  of	   the	  sub-­‐skills.	   	  Charlotte	  was	  not	  able	   to	  
offer	   an	  explanation	  as	   to	  why	   this	  occurred	  but,	   as	   stated	  earlier,	   the	  Researcher	  observed	  
that	  different	  staff	  members,	  including	  one	  of	  the	  Education	  Assistants,	  administered	  some	  of	  
the	  post-­‐tests.	   	   	  Despite	  this	  anomaly	   in	  the	  results,	  effect	  sizes	  for	  most	  subtests	  were	  large	  
(Table	  7.11)	  and	  Charlotte	  believed	  that	  the	  professional	  learning	  had	  a	  positive	  impact	  on	  her	  
students’	  literacy	  performance	  (see	  Table	  7.5).	  
Table	  7.11.	  Pre-­‐	  and	  Post-­‐Testing	  for	  Charlotte’s	  Students	  
	   	   	   Pre	   	   Post	   	   Difference1	   	  
Effect	  
size	  
	   	   N	   M	   	   M	   	   M	   	   r	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
SPAT-­‐R	  
Total	   2	   26.00	   	   53.00	   	   27.00	   	   .67**	  
NWS	   2	   18.50	   	   25.00	   	   6.50	   	   .22	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
AIST	   	   1	   37.75	   	   38.00	   	   .025	   	   N/A	  
Note:	  With	  1	  and	  2	  students,	  the	  mean	  and	  median	  are	  the	  same,	  so	  only	  the	  mean	  is	  reported.	  
NWS	  =	  Non-­‐word	  Spelling	  
1	  Post-­‐test	  minus	  pre-­‐test	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Key	  Finding	  7.11	  
On	  the	  whole,	  the	  performance	  of	  Charlotte’s	  students	  improved	  and	  she	  was	  confident	  
that	  improvements	  could	  be	  attributed	  to	  her	  involvement	  in	  the	  professional	  learning.	  
	  
The	  Following	  Year:	  Influence	  and	  Impact	  
In	  the	  following	  year	  Charlotte	  was	  in	  the	  same	  classroom	  with	  the	  same	  year	  level.	  	  The	  layout	  
of	   the	   classroom	   remained	   the	   same,	   as	   did	   the	   display	   charts.	   	   An	   examination	   of	   student	  
workbooks	  indicated	  that	  that	  Charlotte	  continued	  to	  provide	  the	  majority	  of	  her	  feedback	  in	  
the	   form	   of	   stamps,	   encouraging	   comments	   and	   ticks	   but	   that	   spelling	   correction	   included	  
some	  reminders	  about	  rules.	  	  	  
The	   literacy	  block	  observed	   in	  April	   started	  with	  Charlotte	   reading	  an	  article	   that	  one	  of	   the	  
students	   had	   brought	   in	   about	   a	   vegetarian	   sabre	   toothed	   tiger.	   	   This	   was	   not	   a	   prepared	  
lesson	  and	  the	  impetus	  came	  from	  the	  student	  bringing	  in	  the	  article	  that	  morning.	  	  She	  asked	  
students	  to	  predict	  what	  they	  thought	  this	  tiger	  might	  look	  like	  and	  talked	  about	  the	  size	  and	  
purpose	  of	  canine	  teeth,	  and	  how	  big	  they	  might	  be	  on	  the	  tiger	  in	  the	  article.	  	  Charlotte	  had	  
difficulty	  pronouncing	  some	  of	   the	  scientific	  names	  and	   the	  name	  of	   the	  scientist	  and,	  while	  
she	  did	  model	  the	  sounding	  out	  of	  some	  words,	  she	  did	  not	  use	  this	  as	  an	  opportunity	  to	  teach	  
decoding	  strategies	  for	  difficult	  words.	  	  	  
Once	   the	   article	   was	   read,	   the	   students	   returned	   to	   their	   desks	   and	   worked	   on	   their	  
illustrations	  for	  about	  30	  minutes	  before	  moving	  onto	  spelling	  using	  ‘Look,	  Say,	  Cover,	  Write,	  
Check’	   and	   colour	   coding	   the	   sounds	   in	  words.	   	   The	   sounds	   task	   required	   students	   to	   use	   a	  
different	  colour	  to	  highlight	  each	  of	  the	  sounds	  in	  the	  words	  on	  their	  list.	  	  Charlotte	  used	  this	  
time	   to	   move	   around	   the	   classroom	   to	   assist	   individual	   students	   with	   their	   spelling	   and	  
identification	  of	   the	  number	  of	   sounds	   in	   the	  words.	   	   She	  provided	   feedback	   to	   students	  on	  
identifying	   sounds	   in	   words;	   for	   example,	   sounding	   out	   ‘d’	   ‘ow’,	   ‘er’	   as	   one	   sound.	   	   One	  
student	  requested	  help	  with	  the	  sounds	  (not	  letters)	  in	  ‘box’	  and	  Charlotte	  provided	  only	  three	  
sounds	  ‘b’	  ‘o’	  ‘x’.	  	  Charlotte’s	  failure	  to	  identify	  that	  the	  ‘x’	  represents	  two	  phonemes	  /k/	  and	  
/s/	   suggests	   that	   she	   lacked	   this	   knowledge	   herself	   and	   that	   these	   variations	   in	   the	  
representations	   of	   sounds	   was	   not	   been	   considered	   when	   designing	   the	   activity,	   as	   colour	  
coding	   a	   letter	   when	   it	   represents	   more	   than	   one	   sound	   is	   difficult.	   	   Then	   students	   were	  
directed	  to	  write	  sentences	  with	  their	  words.	  	  Charlotte	  did	  not	  seem	  as	  involved	  in	  individual	  
work	   with	   the	   students	   in	   this	   session,	   but	   it	   was	   approaching	   the	   end	   of	   the	   term	   and	  
students	  were	  asking	  for	  a	  break,	  even	  though	  it	  was	  the	  first	  session	  of	  the	  day.	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Table	  7.12.	  Final	  Observation	  of	  Charlotte’s	  Teaching	  
Activity	   Emphasis	  
Reading	   Comprehension	  
‘Look,	  Say,	  Cover,	  Write,	  Check'	  (general)	   Graphophonic	  knowledge	  and	  phonics	  (explicit	  
analytic)	  
‘Look,	  Say,	  Cover,	  Write,	  Check’	  (specific	  
students)	  
Graphophonic	  knowledge	  and	  phonics	  (explicit	  
synthetic)	  
Writing	   Vocabulary	  
	  
Comparison	  of	  Tables	  7.9,	  7.10	  and	  7.12	   suggest	   that	   that	  Charlotte	  was	  using	  more	  explicit	  
teaching	  strategies	  in	  the	  year	  following	  the	  Project,	  although	  the	  description	  of	  the	  teaching	  
approaches	   identify	   incidences	   where	   opportunities	   for	   this	   type	   of	   instruction	   were	   not	  
utilised.	  
Key	  Finding	  7.12	  
There	  is	  evidence	  that	  Charlotte	  was	  using	  more	  explicit	  teaching	  strategies;	  however,	  
improved	  knowledge	  of	  decoding	  strategies	  would	  enable	  her	  to	  make	  better	  use	  of	  the	  
incidental	  teaching	  opportunities.	  	  Charlotte’s	  content	  knowledge,	  as	  assessed	  by	  the	  
SLCRLA,	  was	  still	  limited	  and	  would	  have	  been	  impacting	  on	  her	  PCK.	  	  	  
	  
In	  the	  Teacher’s	  Words	  
When	  interviewed	  in	  May	  about	  what	  she	  hoped	  to	  gain	  from	  her	  involvement	  in	  the	  Project,	  
Charlotte	   suggested	   it	   “might	  help	  other	   schools	   if	   they	  don’t	  have	  a	   [teacher	  who	  provides	  
additional	   support]”.	   	   She	   was	   also	   interested	   in	   hearing	   about	   what	   other	   schools	   did	   to	  
support	   students	   with	   reading	   difficulties.	   	   Like	   Bridget	   and	   Cathy,	   this	   would	   seemingly	  
identify	   Charlotte	   as	   being	   at	   the	   Collaboration	   stage	   (Hall	   &	   Hord,	   2001),	   but	   she	   had	   not	  
implemented	  any	  change	  in	  practice	  to	  share	  with	  colleagues.	  
During	  the	  interview	  in	  June,	  Charlotte	  responded	  that	  nothing	  had	  changed	  in	  her	  classroom	  
practice	  since	  starting	  the	  Project	  and	  that	  it	  simply	  confirmed	  that	  the	  current	  practice	  at	  the	  
School	  was	   good	   practice.	   	   By	   August	   she	   responded	   that,	   “I	   feel	   like	   I	   am	   spending	   a	   little	  
more	   time	   with	   the	   students	   who	   are	   the	   focus	   of	   the	   Project	   and	   I	   have	   a	   better	  
understanding	   of	   the	   terminology,	   like	   what	   a	   phoneme	   is”.	   	   Charlotte	   reported	   that	   this	  
helped	   in	  her	   teaching,	  as	  she	  was	  able	  to	  understand	  why	  and	  where	  students	  were	  having	  
	  	  
181	  
difficulty	  when	   she	   listened	   to	   them	   read.	   	   She	   understood	  what	   the	   benefits	   of	   things	   like	  
repetition	  were	  to	  students’	  reading	  ability.	  	  In	  relation	  to	  the	  value	  of	  this	  type	  of	  professional	  
learning,	  Charlotte	  was	  of	   the	  opinion	  that	   it	  was	  helpful,	  although	   it	  might	  have	  been	  more	  
relevant	   to	  Year	  1	   teachers.	   	   She	   commented	   that,	   “X	   started	  with	   the	  Project	   as	   she	  was	  a	  
Year	  2	  teacher,	  but	  now	  she	  is	  in	  Year	  1	  and	  uses	  a	  lot	  from	  the	  Project”.	  
In	  the	  following	  year	  Charlotte	  reported	  that	  she	  was	  still	  using	  the	  assessment	  tools	  that	  were	  
introduced	   in	   the	   Project.	   	   She	   credited	   the	   Project	   with	   improving	   her	   awareness	   of	  
terminology	  and	  was	  confident	  in	  her	  ability	  to	  teach	  reading	  if	  she	  was	  transferred	  to	  another	  
school	  that	  didn’t	  have	  the	  same	  structured	  approach	  as	  School	  C.	  	  Although	  this	  might	  appear	  
to	  have	  been	  a	  backward	  move	   in	  stages,	   from	  Collaboration	  to	  Consequences	   (Hall	  &	  Hord,	  
2001),	  the	   latter	  was	  a	  more	  relevant	  stage	  to	  the	  professional	   learning	  based	  on	  Charlotte’s	  
implementation	  of	  the	  recommendations	  from	  the	  Project	  team.	  
Key	  Finding	  7.13	  
Although	  Charlotte	  continued	  to	  rely	  on	  the	  literacy	  support	  program	  to	  assist	  those	  
children	  in	  her	  class	  who	  were	  experiencing	  difficulty	  learning	  to	  read,	  she	  was	  able	  to	  
identify	  the	  teaching	  approach	  and	  resources	  necessary	  to	  support	  these	  children.	  	  	  She	  
expressed	  confidence	  that	  she	  could	  teach	  children	  to	  read	  if	  the	  need	  arose.	  	  	  	  	  
	  
7.2. Discussion	  
The	   context	   for	   the	   teachers	   in	   School	   C	   had	   a	   unique	   impact	   on	   the	   way	   in	   which	   they	  
engaged	  with	   the	   professional	   learning.	   	   Cathy	   and	  Charlotte	   both	   reported	   that	   the	   beliefs	  
about	  teaching	  reading	  asserted	  in	  the	  Project	  were	  consistent	  with	  those	  held	  at	  the	  School	  
and	   a	   synthetic	   phonics	   approach	   was	   certainly	   evident	   in	   the	   withdrawal	   program.	   	   In	  
addition,	   the	   School	  was	   supportive	  of	  up-­‐skilling	   their	   teachers	   and	  provided	  paid	   relief	   for	  
teachers	   to	   attend	   the	   professional	   learning.	   	   While	   they	   were	   very	   receptive	   to	   the	   ideas	  
being	  presented	  about	  effective	  reading	  instruction,	  they	  did	  not	  see	  the	  need	  to	  significantly	  
change	  their	  own	  teaching	  as	  they	  had	  a	  specialist	  program	  for	  this.	  	  Being	  at	  the	  ‘Serenity’	  and	  
‘Affective	  Distance’	  phase,	  Cathy	  willingly	  reintroduced	  explicit	  strategies	  that	  she	  has	  used	  in	  
the	  past,	  but	  did	  not	  seek	  new	  approaches	  to	  integrate	  within	  the	  classroom.	  	  Observations	  of	  
Charlotte’s	  practice	  suggested	  that	  she	  was	  at	  the	  stabilisation	  phase	  and	  was	  refining	  current	  




Key	  Finding	  7.14	  
The	  School	  provided	  encouragement	  for	  teachers	  to	  be	  involved	  in	  the	  Project;	  however,	  
the	  context	  of	  the	  School	  and	  their	  stage	  of	  teaching	  impacted	  on	  the	  way	  that	  Cathy	  and	  
Charlotte	  engaged	  with	  the	  Project.	  	  
	  
As	  was	  the	  case	   in	  the	  other	  schools,	   it	  was	  difficult	   to	  ascribe	  student	   improvement	  only	  to	  
the	   Project,	   but	   the	   results	   of	   the	   assessments	   indicated	   that	   there	   improvements	   in	   the	  
performance	   of	   students	   on	   School	   C	  with	  moderate	   to	   large	   effect	   sizes	   (Table	   7.13).	   	   The	  
small	  number	  of	  focus	  students	  in	  Charlotte’s	  and	  Cathy’s	  classes	  makes	  it	  difficult	  to	  draw	  any	  
conclusions	   about	   student	   progress,	   although	   the	   whole	   school	   data	   does	   suggest	   that	  	  	  
students	  involved	  in	  the	  project	  at	  this	  school	  made	  more	  than	  expected	  progress.	  
Table	  7.13.	  School	  C	  -­‐	  All	  Student	  Participants:	  Comparison	  of	  Pre-­‐	  and	  Post-­‐Performance	  on	  the	  
SPAT-­‐R	  (Percentile)	  and	  AIST	  (Percentage)	  	  
	   	   	   Pre	   	   Post	   	   Difference1	   Wilcoxon2	   	  
Effect	  
size	  
	   	   N	   M	   Mdn	   	   M	   Mdn	   	   M	   Mdn	   z	   p	   	   r	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
SPAT-­‐R	  
Total	   11	   44.95	   29.0	   	   69.18	   68.0	   	   24.23	   39.0	   -­‐2.135	   .033	   	   .46*	  
NWS	   11	   39.41	   29.0	   	   55.91	   56.0	   	   16.50	   27.0	   -­‐1.824	   .068	   	   .39*	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
AIST	   	   11	   45.00	   51.2	   	   73.45	   79.5	   	   28.45	   28.3	   -­‐2.934	   .003	   	   .63**	  
Note:	  M	  =	  mean,	  Mdn	  =	  median,	  NWS	  =	  Non-­‐word	  Spelling	  
1	  Post-­‐test	  minus	  pre-­‐test	  	  
2	  Wilcoxon	  signed	  rank	  test	  
• =	  moderate	  effect	  size	  **	  =	  large	  effect	  size	  
	  
Key	  Finding	  7.15	  
In	  School	  C	  the	  performance	  of	  the	  students’	  involved	  in	  the	  project	  improved	  over	  the	  
course	  of	  the	  Project	  with	  moderate	  to	  large	  effect	  sizes.	  	  	  
	  
Finally,	   the	   case	   study	   teachers	   from	   School	   C	   were	   keen	   to	   share	   their	   knowledge	   and	  
approach	   to	   literacy	   support	   with	   the	   other	   teachers	   in	   the	   Project.	   	   This	   collaborative	  
approach	  was	   a	   key	   component	   of	   the	  Project	   as	   it	  was	   posited	   that	   collaboration	  between	  
teachers	  would	  contribute	  to	  their	  development	  of	  PCK	  in	  literacy	  instruction.	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In	  the	  following	  chapter	  the	  key	  findings	  for	  the	  overall	  Project	  and	  the	  case	  study	  teachers	  will	  
be	   considered	   in	   answering	   the	   general	   and	   specific	   research	   questions,	  which	   are	   restated	  
below:	  	  
How	  does	  a	  Professional	  Learning	  Project	  focused	  on	  effective	  reading	  instruction	  to	  improve	  
student	  outcomes,	   impact	  on	   teachers'	   beliefs,	   reading	  pedagogical	   content	   knowledge,	   and	  
classroom	  practice?	  The	  following	  sub-­‐questions	  facilitated	  the	  study:	  
1.	   How	  does	  the	  Project	  impact	  on	  teachers’	  beliefs	  about	  reading	  teaching	  and	  learning?	  
2.	   How	  does	  the	  Project	  impact	  on	  teachers’	  reading	  pedagogical	  content	  knowledge?	  
3.	   How	  does	   students’	   reading	  performance	   influence	   teachers’	   classroom	  practice	  and	  
beliefs	  about	  reading	  teaching	  and	  learning?	  
4.	   How	  does	  involvement	  in	  the	  Project	  impact	  on	  teachers’	  classroom	  reading	  practices	  
within	   a	   whole-­‐class	   context	   and	   with	   the	   children	   identified	   as	   having	   reading	  
difficulties?	  





CHAPTER	  8: CROSS-­‐CASE	  ANALYSIS	  
	  
	  
This	   research	   explored	   the	   efficacy	   of	   a	   professional	   learning	   program	   designed	   to	   improve	  
Year	   2	   teachers’	   ability	   to	   teach	   reading	   to	   children	   who	  were	   not	   acquiring	   these	   skills	   as	  
easily	   as	   their	   peers.	   	   Specifically,	   the	   research	   questions	   focused	   on	   what	   impact	   the	  
professional	   learning	  had	  on	   the	   teachers’	   beliefs	   and	  PCK	  pertaining	   to	   reading	   instruction,	  
the	  influence	  of	  student	  outcomes	  on	  practice	  and	  beliefs,	  and	  whether	  teachers’	  instructional	  
practices	   changed	  with	   the	   target	   students,	  and	  with	   the	  whole	  class.	  Utilising	   the	  approach	  
described	   by	   Stake	   (2005),	   this	   chapter	   identifies	   themes	   in	   the	   key	   findings	   from	   the	   case	  
studies,	   triangulates	   these	   findings,	   and	   develops	   assertions	   about	   the	   impact	   of	   the	  
professional	  learning.	  	  	  
8.1. Teachers’	  Beliefs	  about	  Reading	  Teaching	  and	  Learning	  
Teachers’	   beliefs	   about	   reading	   instruction	   are	   important	   because	   they	   impact	   on	   what	  
strategies	   and	   approaches	   they	   select	   when	   designing	   learning	   opportunities	   (Cunningham,	  
Zibulsky,	   Stanovich,	   et	   al.,	   2009).	   The	   DeFord	   (1985)	   survey	   (TORP)	   was	   used	   to	   identify	  
teachers’	   theoretical	   orientations	   to	   teaching	   reading	   and	   provide	   information	   on	   teachers’	  
beliefs	   about	   what	   constitutes	   effective	   practice	   in	   reading	   instruction.	   	   Between	   pre-­‐	   and	  
post-­‐Project	   measures	   there	   was	   no	   statistically	   significant	   change	   in	   teachers’	   theoretical	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orientation	   to	   teaching	   reading	   (Key	   Finding	   -­‐	   All	   Project	   Participants	   -­‐	   KFAPP	   4.2),	   as	  
determined	  by	   the	  TORP.	   	   The	  pattern	  was	   similar	   for	   the	   case	   study	   teachers	   (Key	  Findings	  
KF5.3,	   KF5.11,	   KF6.10,	   KF7.2	   and	   KF7.8),	   but	   scores	   for	   several	   of	   the	   case	   study	   teachers	  
indicated	  that	  they	  had	  moved	  further	  away	  from	  the	  decoding	  perspective	  over	  the	  course	  of	  
the	  Project	  (Table	  8.1,	  column	  6).	  	  
Table	  8.1.	  Case	  Study	  Teachers’	  Survey	  Results	  and	  Student	  Outcomes	  































	   Pre	   Post	   Pre	   Post	   Pre	   Post	   	   Pre	   Post	   	   	   	  
Abby	   60	   60	   66	   74	   70	   68.5	   60	   64	   74	   78	   large	   moderate	  
Alexis	   60	   65	   64	   74	   78	   78	   76	   62	   71	   79	   large	   high	  
Bella	   65	   70	   64	   70	   40	   52	   40	   86	   96	   34	   large#	   none	  
Bridget	   75	   75	   74	   84	   60	   67	   60	   82	   81	   69	   variable	   none	  
Cathy	   65	   72.5	   94	   96	   52	   53	   60	   65	   70	   81	   N/A	   none	  
Charlotte	   72.5	   72.5	   94	   94	   50	   54	   56	   74	   75	   80	   variable	   slight	  
Note:	  *	  0	  -­‐	  65	  points	  indicates	  a	  decoding	  perspective;	  66	  -­‐	  110	  points	  indicates	  a	  skills	  perspective;	  111	  -­‐	  140	  points	  
indicates	  a	  whole	  language	  perspective	  
#	  Bella	  reported	  that	  the	  student	  represented	  by	  these	  data	  received	  tutoring	  outside	  of	  school	  
In	  contrast	  to	  their	  answers	  on	  the	  TORP,	  when	  all	  of	  the	  Project	  participants	  were	  surveyed	  
about	  what	  they	  were	  doing	  differently	  as	  a	  result	  of	  their	  involvement	  in	  the	  Project,	  teachers	  
either	  stated	  that	  they	  were	  teaching	  more	  explicitly	  and	  systematically	  or	  identified	  the	  use	  of	  
specific	  programs	  that	  taught	  phonological	  awareness	  and	  phonics	  explicitly	  and	  systematically	  
(KFAPP4.4).	  	  	  
On	  first	  inspection,	  the	  results	  on	  the	  TORP	  seem	  to	  contradict	  the	  teachers’	  reported	  practice	  
and	  the	  focus	  of	  the	  Project	  on	  a	  synthetic	  phonics	  approach	  to	  reading	   instruction	  as	  this	   is	  
most	  closely	  aligned	  to	  DeFord’s	  decoding	  perspective.	   	  However,	   it	   is	   important	   to	  consider	  
the	   stated	   purpose	   of	   the	   Project	   in	   the	   documentation	   provided	   to	   schools	   (Appendix	   H)	  
when	  examining	  teachers’	  responses.	   	  This	  documentation	  stated	  that	  the	  aim	  of	  the	  Project	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was	   to	   embed	   more	   explicit	   instruction	   for	   children	   with	   reading	   difficulties	   into	   existing	  
approaches	   to	   teaching	   reading.	   	   The	   TORP	   asks	   teachers	   to	   report	   on	   their	   beliefs	   about	  
teaching	   reading	   generally	   while	   the	   survey	   asked	   teachers	   what	   they	   were	   doing	   with	   the	  
focus	  students,	  those	  experiencing	  reading	  difficulties.	  	  The	  difference	  between	  the	  responses	  
on	  the	  TORP	  and	  survey	  suggests	  that	  there	  has	  been	  a	  change	  in	  what	  teachers	  believe	  to	  be	  
effective	  practice	  in	  reading	  instruction	  for	  the	  focus	  students	  in	  the	  Project,	  but	  this	  had	  not	  
translated	  into	  beliefs	  about	  teaching	  reading	  generally.	  	  	  
Consideration	   also	   needs	   to	   be	   given	   to	   the	   influence	   of	   teachers’	   personal	   or	   entrenched	  
beliefs	  as	  these	  can	  differ	  from	  espoused	  beliefs	  (Argyris	  &	  Schon,	  1974;	  Rokeach,	  1976),	  with	  
entrenched	  beliefs	  having	   the	  greatest	   impact	  on	  behaviour	   (Bandura,	  1986).	   	   In	   the	  case	  of	  
the	  Project,	  teachers	  with	  entrenched	  beliefs	  about	  reading	  that	  were	  aligned	  with	  the	  whole-­‐
language,	   constructivist	   approach	  were	  more	   likely	   to	   see	   the	  use	  of	   explicit	   and	   systematic	  
phonics	   as	   an	   add-­‐on	   rather	   than	   a	   core	   element	   of	   reading	   instruction.	   	   Bella	   provided	   an	  
example	  of	  this	  belief	  system.	  	  Despite	  reporting	  on	  the	  post-­‐Project	  evaluation	  questionnaire	  
that	   she	   was	   able	   to	   use	   more	   effective	   teaching	   and	   learning	   strategies	   to	   teach	   literacy	  
content	   (KF6.2),	   she	   believed	   that	   explicit	   phonics	   instruction	   was	   only	   for	   children	   with	  
difficulties	   learning	   to	   read	   and	   that	   this	   was	   best	   taught	   one-­‐on-­‐one	   or	   in	   small	   groups	  
(KF6.6);	  that	  is,	  not	  as	  part	  of	  whole-­‐class	  instruction.	  	  This	  belief	  was	  so	  deeply	  held	  that	  there	  
was	  no	  discernable	  difference	  in	  Bella’s	  teaching	  practice	  (KF6.5).	  	  Pajares	  (1992)	  submits	  that	  
entrenched	   beliefs	   are	   so	   influential	   that,	   if	   there	   is	   a	   conflict	   between	   these	   beliefs	   and	  
professional	  knowledge,	  it	  is	  entrenched	  beliefs	  that	  will	  determine	  the	  strategies	  selected	  by	  
the	   teacher.	   	   This	   is	   problematic	   for	   professional	   learning	   as	   entrenched	   beliefs	   can	   render	  
teachers	   impervious	   to	   consideration	   of	   different	   perspectives	   and	   therefore	   resistant	   to	  
change	  (Slater	  &	  Nelson,	  2013;	  M.	  L.	  Smith	  &	  Shepherd,	  1988;	  P.	  Westwood	  et	  al.,	  2005).	  	  	  
Effective	   professional	   learning	   usually	   involves	   teachers	   being	   challenged	   and	   supported	   to	  
explicitly	  examine	  their	  own	  knowledge	  and	  beliefs	   (Bransford	  et	  al.,	  2000),	  which	  Timperley	  
(2011)	   identifies	  as	  a	  challenging	  aspect	  of	  working	  with	   teachers.	   	  Beliefs	  can	  be	  difficult	   to	  
change	  if	  they	  are	  not	  suitably	  challenged.	  	  In	  this	  situation	  teachers	  may	  incorrectly	  perceive	  
their	  current	  practice	  to	  be	  consistent	  with	  that	  being	  advocated	  by	  the	  professional	  learning,	  
and	   therefore,	  make	   little	   or	   no	   change	   to	   their	   practice	   (Bransford	   et	   al.,	   2000).	   	   The	   case	  
study	  of	  Bridget	  provides	  an	  example	  of	  this.	  	  Her	  response	  to	  the	  Project	  was	  positive	  (KF6.10)	  
and	   she	   reported	   that	   the	   approach	   to	   teaching	   advocated	   in	   the	  professional	   development	  
sessions	   was	   consistent	   with	   her	   beliefs	   about	   reading	   instruction	   (KF6.15).	   	   However,	   the	  
approach	   that	  was	   identified	   as	  most	   effective	   by	   the	   Project	   team	  was	   a	   synthetic	   phonics	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approach	  rather	  than	  the	  analytic	  phonics	  approach	  used	  by	  Bridget,	  indicating	  she	  lacked	  the	  
knowledge	  to	  differentiate	  between	  these	  two	  approaches,	  perhaps	  because	  the	  Project	  team	  
did	   not	   explain	   the	   differences	   clearly	   enough.	   	   Because	   Bridget	   perceived	   that	   her	   beliefs	  
were	   the	  same	  as	   those	  of	   the	  Project	   team	  she	  did	  not	   interrogate	  her	   teaching	  practice	   in	  
order	  to	  make	  changes	  to	  her	  practice	  (KF6.11).	  	  
The	  ways	  in	  which	  beliefs	  are	  measured	  also	  need	  to	  be	  considered	  when	  evaluating	  changes	  
to	  this	  construct.	   	  Self-­‐report	  measures	  have	  been	  criticised	  for	  their	  reliability	  (Barker	  et	  al.,	  
2005)	  particularly	  as	  an	  indicator	  of	  actual	  practice	  (Lam	  &	  Bengo,	  2003)	  and	  Abby	  and	  Alexis	  
provide	  an	  illustration	  of	  this	  limitation.	  	  In	  both	  cases	  their	  beliefs	  about	  teaching	  reading,	  as	  
measured	  by	  the	  TORP,	  did	  not	  change	  (KF5.3	  and	  5.11)	  but	  observations	  highlighted	  that,	  as	  
the	   year	  progressed,	  elements	  of	   their	  whole-­‐class	   literacy	   instruction	  became	  more	  aligned	  
with	   the	   approaches	   advocated	   in	   the	   Project.	   	   In	   recent	   times,	   the	   state’s	   education	  
department	  had	  moved	  from	  a	  whole	  language	  approach	  to	  the	  use	  of	  a	  ‘balanced	  approach’	  
to	  reading	  instruction	  (Department	  of	  Education	  (WA),	  2010).	  This	  was	  more	  aligned	  with	  the	  
skills	   approach	   on	   the	   TORP	   than	   the	   decoding	   perspective,	   and	   it	   could	   be	   argued	   that	  
teachers	  responded	  to	  the	  TORP	  on	  the	  basis	  of	   these	  system-­‐wide	  expectations	  rather	  than	  
their	   actual	   practice.	   	  Despite	  her	   responses	  on	   the	   TORP,	   during	   interviews	  Alexis	   reported	  
changes	  in	  her	  beliefs	  and	  explained	  that	  these	  resulted	  from	  changing	  her	  teaching	  approach	  
and	   observing	   the	   students’	   reactions.	   	   In	   this	   situation	   interviews	   in	   conjunction	   with	  
observations	  elucidated	  more	  information	  about	  beliefs	  than	  the	  self-­‐report	  measures.	  	  
It	   is	   also	   pertinent	   to	   consider	   teacher	   perceptions	   of	   their	   own	   efficacy	   of	   instruction	   as	   a	  
specific	  type	  of	  belief.	  	  Bandura	  (1997)	  highlights	  the	  importance	  of	  a	  having	  a	  strong	  sense	  of	  
self-­‐efficacy	  when	  teaching	  as	  this	  encourages	  teachers	  to	  strive	  for	  difficult	  goals	  even	  when	  
they	  are	  not	  successful	  in	  the	  first	  instance.	  	  Research	  by	  Guskey	  (1988)	  suggests	  that	  teachers	  
who	   hold	   strong	   self-­‐efficacy	   beliefs	   are	   “more	   receptive	   to	   the	   implementation	   of	   new	  
instructional	  approaches”	   (p.	  67).	   	   Therefore	   self-­‐efficacy	  beliefs	  are	   important	   in	   relation	   to	  
professional	   learning	   as	   they	   can	   influence	   teachers’	   willingness	   to	   implement	   different	  
teaching	  approaches.	  	  The	  statistically	  significant	  increase	  in	  teachers’	  sense	  of	  self-­‐efficacy	  on	  
both	  measures	  over	  the	  course	  of	  the	  Project	  (KFAPP4.5)	  was	  a	  positive	  outcome,	  particularly	  
as	  teacher	  self-­‐efficacy	   is	  a	  difficult	  construct	  to	  change	   in	  experienced	  teachers	   (Tschannen-­‐
Moran,	  Woolfolk-­‐Hoy,	   &	   Hoy,	   1998).	   	   Data-­‐driven	   decision-­‐making	   is	   considered	   one	   of	   the	  
foundational	  components	   to	  building	  self-­‐efficacy	   (Bandura,	  1997)	  and	  was	  a	  key	  element	  of	  
the	  Project	  (Konza	  et	  al.,	  2011).	  	  When	  examining	  specific	  items	  on	  the	  self-­‐efficacy	  component	  
of	  the	  SLRCL,	  the	  Project	  focus	  on	  data-­‐driven	  decision-­‐making	  was	  reflected	  in	  the	  teachers’	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improved	   rating	   of	   their	   ability	   to	   use	   assessment	   to	   inform	   reading	   instruction.	   	   This	   item	  
made	  the	  greatest	  gains	  from	  pre-­‐	  to	  post-­‐	  Project	  and	  was	  the	  highest	  rated	  item	  post-­‐Project	  
(KFAPP4.5).	  	  	  	  
The	  focus	  of	  the	  self-­‐efficacy	  scale	  developed	  for	  the	  Project	  was	  different	  from	  the	  SLRCL	  as	  
the	  questions	  were	  specific	   to	  reading	   instruction,	  whereas	  the	  SLRCL	   included	  more	  general	  
questions	   about	   literacy	   instruction.	   	   Consequently,	   some	   teachers’	   rating	   of	   self-­‐efficacy	  
differed	  between	  measures:	   for	  example,	  Abby’s	  self-­‐efficacy	  did	  not	   increase	  on	  the	  SLCRLA	  
self-­‐efficacy	   scale,	   but	   did	   increase	   on	   the	   TRSES	   (KF5.2).	   	   Overall,	   the	   item	   on	   the	   Teacher	  
Reading	  self-­‐efficacy	  scale	  that	  reflected	  the	  greatest	   increase	  for	  all	  Project	  participants	  was	  
teachers’	  belief	  in	  their	  ability	  to	  support	  colleagues	  experiencing	  difficulty	  in	  teaching	  reading	  
(KFAPP4.5),	  although	  it	   is	  difficult	  to	  determine	  whether	  this	  was	  related	  to	  the	  collaborative	  
nature	  of	  the	  Project	  or	  a	  result	  of	  increased	  confidence	  in	  their	  ability	  to	  teach	  reading.	  	  Either	  
way,	  it	  was	  an	  important	  outcome	  of	  the	  Project	  as	  it	  suggests	  that	  elements	  of	  the	  program	  
would	   be	   sustained	   as	   teachers	   pass	   on	   information,	   assessment	   instruments	   and	   teaching	  
strategies.	  
One	  area	  of	  potential	   concern	   is	   the	   lack	  of	  movement	  on	   the	   item	  relating	   to	   the	   teachers’	  
beliefs	   regarding	   their	   influence	  on	   children’s	  acquisition	  of	   reading	   skills.	   	  Responses	   to	   the	  
statement	   If	   a	   child	   isn’t	   learning	   to	   read	   it	   is	   because	   I	   haven’t	   taught	   him/her	   properly,	  
ranged	  from	  disagree	   to	  somewhat	  agree,	   indicating	  teachers	  felt	  they	  did	  not	  have	  as	  much	  
influence	   on	   this	   factor	   as	   they	   did	   on	   others	   (FFAPP4.5).	   	   This	   item	   also	   showed	   the	   least	  
movement	   of	   all	   items	   in	   the	   post-­‐Project	   mean.	   	   This	   is	   consistent	   with	   the	   literature	   on	  
teacher’s	  perceptions	  of	  why	  students	  experience	  difficulty	  with	  reading,	  which	  indicates	  that	  
teachers	  cite	  student	  characteristics	  or	  home	  factors	  as	  the	  main	  causes	  (Alessi,	  1988;	  Evans	  et	  
al.,	  2007;	  Hempenstall,	  2009).	   	   It	   is,	  however,	   inconsistent	  with	  the	  research	  on	  what	  factors	  
actually	   have	   the	   greatest	   influence	   on	   children’s	   learning	   (J	   Hattie,	   2009)	   and	   the	   position	  
asserted	  by	  the	  Project	  team.	  	  	  
In	   contrast	   to	   the	   overall	   results,	   the	   self-­‐efficacy	   of	   four	   of	   the	   six	   case	   study	   teachers	  
increased	  in	  relation	  to	  their	  ability	  to	  teach	  children	  to	  read,	  even	  if	  there	  were	  complicating	  
factors	   such	  as	   lack	  of	   support	   from	  home	   (KF5.2,	   KF5.10,	   KF6.1	   and	  KF6.9).	   	   Increased	   self-­‐
efficacy	  in	  relation	  to	  teaching	  children	  to	  read	  without	  support	  from	  outside	  of	  the	  classroom	  
could	   be	   attributed	   to	   successful	   outcomes	   for	   the	   focus	   students	   (Table	   8,	   column	   8)	   or	  
contact	   with	   the	   Researcher	   who	   expressed	   these	   beliefs.	   	   Additional	   data	   are	   required	   to	  
understand	   these	   differences:	   for	   example,	   Bella	   reported	   that	   improvements	   in	   student	  
results	  were	  due	  to	  parents	  acting	  on	  the	  assessment	  results	  that	  she	  made	  available	  to	  them,	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not	  on	  her	  teaching	  practice.	   	  This	  suggests	  that	  Bella	  did	  not	  see	  the	   instruction	  of	  students	  
with	  reading	  difficulties	  as	  achievable	  within	  a	  regular	  classroom	  setting	  and	  yet	  she	  reported	  
higher	  self-­‐efficacy	  in	  relation	  to	  teaching	  children	  without	  the	  support	  from	  home.	  	  	  
Other	  variations	  in	  the	  case	  study	  teachers’	  responses	  to	  the	  TRSES	  included	  Alexis	  and	  Cathy	  
reporting	   increased	   confidence	   in	   supporting	   peers	   who	   were	   experiencing	   difficulties	   with	  
teaching	   reading	   at	   the	   conclusion	  of	   the	  Project	   (KF5.10	   and	  KF7.1).	   	   It	   could	  be	   suggested	  
that	  Alexis	  experienced	  success	  in	  her	  role	  as	  one	  of	  the	  literacy	  support	  teachers	  at	  her	  school	  
thus	  increasing	  her	  self-­‐efficacy	  in	  relation	  to	  supporting	  her	  colleagues.	  	  Cathy,	  who	  had	  been	  
teaching	   for	   over	   15	   years,	   reported	   in	   interviews	   that	   the	   approaches	   advocated	   by	   the	  
Project	  were	   consistent	  with	   her	   beliefs	   about	   teaching	   reading.	   	   This	   reinforcement	   of	   her	  
beliefs	  could	  have	  made	  her	  feel	  more	  confident	   in	  her	  ability	  to	  help	  others	  who	  are	  not	  as	  
experienced.	   	  Asking	   teachers	   to	  articulate	  why	   their	   self-­‐efficacy	  had	  changed	   in	   relation	   to	  
specific	  items	  would	  provide	  useful	  data	  to	  assist	  professional	  learning	  facilitators	  in	  designing	  
programmes.	  	  
As	  with	  any	  self-­‐report	  measure,	  the	  self-­‐efficacy	  beliefs	  that	  teachers	  express	  may	  not	  be	  an	  
accurate	   representation	   of	   their	   actual	   teaching	   efficacy.	   	   Charlotte	   had	   the	   highest	   overall	  
self-­‐efficacy	  rating	  of	  all	  the	  case	  study	  teachers	  and	  this	  did	  not	  change	  throughout	  the	  course	  
of	  the	  Project	  (KF7.8).	  	  However,	  her	  performance	  on	  the	  SLCRLA	  and	  TPAA	  assessments	  (Table	  
8.1)	  were	  in	  the	  50%	  range	  indicating	  that	  there	  were	  areas	  of	  weakness	  in	  her	  knowledge	  and	  
skills	  for	  reading	  instruction.	  	  Observations	  of	  Charlotte’s	  classroom	  practice	  also	  highlighted	  a	  
number	  of	   incidents	  where	  explicit	  teaching	  was	  not	  utilised	  despite	  the	  opportunity	  and	  the	  
potential	  benefit	  to	  the	  student	  (KF.7.10	  and	  KF7.12).	   	  It	   is	  possible	  that	  Charlotte’s	  high	  self-­‐
efficacy	  could	  be	  attributed	  to	  the	  Dunning-­‐Kruger	  effect,	  whereby	  individuals	  rate	  themselves	  
higher	  than	  average	  because	  they	  are	  not	  aware	  of	  what	  they	  do	  not	  know	  (Kruger	  &	  Dunning,	  
1999).	   	  Research	  highlights	  that	  making	  teachers	  aware	  of	  their	  areas	  of	  weakness	  can	  be	  an	  
effective	  way	  of	  challenging	  their	  beliefs	  (L.	  C.	  Moats,	  2009)	  and	  engaging	  them	  in	  professional	  
learning	   (Timperley,	   2011),	   but	   this	   does	   not	   appear	   to	   have	   occurred	  with	   Charlotte,	   even	  
though	  the	  Project	  team	  provided	  teachers	  with	  their	  assessment	  results	   for	  the	  SLCRLA	  and	  
the	  TPAA.	  	  
Judge,	   Jackson,	   Shaw,	   Scott	   and	  Rich	   (2007)	   also	   caution	   that	   individual	   differences	   and	   the	  
complexity	  of	  a	  task	   influence	  the	  predictive	  validity	  of	  self-­‐efficacy.	   	  Teachers’	  sense	  of	  self-­‐
efficacy	  can	  be	  less	  predictive	  of	  outcomes	  than	  their	  personality	  traits	  and	  the	  difficulty	  of	  the	  
tasks	  that	  they	  are	  undertaking	  (Judge	  et	  al.,	  2007).	  	  In	  other	  words,	  teachers	  can	  have	  a	  good	  
sense	   of	   self-­‐efficacy	   but	   this	   may	   not	   predict	   their	   behaviour	   when	   they	   encounter	   a	  
	  	  
191	  
particularly	  challenging	  situation:	  for	  example,	  Bella’s	  self-­‐efficacy	  belief	  pertaining	  to	  reading	  
instruction	   was	   high	   but	   she	   did	   not	   change	   her	   practice	   for	   the	   children	   with	   reading	  
difficulties	   as	   she	   considered	   these	   students	   to	   be	   too	   difficult	   to	   instruct	   in	   a	   regular	  
classroom	   setting.	   	   Similarly,	   Charlotte’s	   teaching	   context	   supported	   the	   belief	   that	   reading	  
instruction	   for	   children	   falling	   behind	   their	   peers	   was	   best	   achieved	   by	   withdrawing	   these	  
students	  from	  class	  for	  additional	  support.	  	  Therefore,	  she	  did	  not	  need	  to	  change	  her	  beliefs	  
and	  practices	  when	  she	  encountered	  a	  child	  with	  reading	  difficulties	  in	  her	  class.	  
Identifying	   teachers’	   beliefs	   and	   challenging	   them	   is	   a	   complex	   but	   necessary	   process	   for	  
effective	   professional	   learning.	   	   Teachers’	   deeply	   held	   beliefs	   about	   teaching	   reading	   and	  
learning	   are	   difficult	   to	   change	   and	   are	   not	   easily	   elucidated	   by	   survey	   instruments.	   	   This	  
creates	  a	   challenge	   for	   those	  delivering	  professional	   learning	   that	   can,	   in	  part,	  be	  addressed	  
through	  the	  use	  of	  classroom	  observations	  and	  critical	  reflection.	  	  
Assertion	  8.1	   	  
Professional	   learning	   has	   the	   potential	   to	   change	   beliefs	   about	   reading	   teaching	   and	  
learning;	   however,	   change	  will	   be	   limited	  by	   existing	   entrenched	  beliefs,	   and	  participants’	  
lack	  of	  awareness	  of	  any	  differences	  between	   their	  beliefs	  and	   the	  approach	  advocated	   in	  
the	   professional	   learning.	   	   If	   professional	   learning	   seeks	   to	   change	   beliefs	   about	   reading	  
teaching	   and	   learning,	   this	   goal	   needs	   to	   be	   clearly	   articulated	   to	   the	   participants	   and	  
opportunities	  provided	  to	  interrogate	  their	  beliefs.	  	  
	  
8.2. Teachers’	  Reading	  Pedagogical	  Content	  Knowledge	  
Various	  conceptualisations	  of	   teachers’	  PCK	  highlight	  the	  significance	  of	  beliefs	   in	  developing	  
this	  type	  of	  knowledge	  (Grossman,	  1990;	  Hashweh,	  2005;	  Loughran	  et	  al.,	  2001).	  	  Attempting	  
to	  determine	  a	  teacher’s	  PCK	  is	  arguably	  even	  more	  complex	  than	  identifying	  beliefs,	  as	  much	  
of	  this	  construct	  relates	  to	  the	  body	  of	  knowledge	  a	  teacher	  possesses	  on	  the	  subject	  and	  the	  
teaching	   of	   this	   subject	   in	   different	   contexts	   and	   to	   different	   students.	   	   In	   their	   attempt	   to	  
develop	  a	  measure	  of	  PCK,	  Hill,	  Ball	  and	  Schilling	  (2008)	  highlight	  this	  complexity,	  but	  suggest	  
that	   there	   are	   approaches,	   such	   as	  open-­‐ended	  questions,	   that	  hold	  promise	   for	   developing	  
effective	  measures	  of	  PCK.	  	  Direct	  observation	  can	  also	  contribute	  information	  on	  a	  teacher’s	  
PCK,	  but	  will	  only	  provide	  information	  on	  the	  approach	  that	  the	  teacher	  has	  selected	  to	  use	  at	  
that	  point	  in	  time	  rather	  than	  the	  pedagogical	  reasoning	  used	  to	  select	  the	  approach	  from	  the	  
teacher’s	   repertoire	   (Kagan,	   1992).	   	   The	   use	   of	   case	   studies	   in	   this	   research	   enabled	   the	  
Researcher	  to	  use	  open-­‐ended	  questions	  as	  well	  as	  direct	  observation,	  in	  order	  to	  elicit	  more	  
useful	  information	  about	  PCK	  (Hill	  et	  al.,	  2008).	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Pedagogical	  Content	  Knowledge	  comprises	  a	  synthesis	  of	  knowledge	  about	  content,	  pedagogy,	  
students	   and	   curriculum.	   	   An	   overview	   of	   the	   Project	   data	   on	   content	   knowledge	   points	  
towards	   statistically	   significant	   improvements	   in	   morphological	   knowledge	   and	   phonemic	  
ability	   (KFAPP4.4).	   	   Teachers	   reported	   that	   their	   involvement	   in	   the	  Project	   resulted	   in	   their	  
understanding	  and	  use	  of	  more	  explicit	  forms	  of	  instruction	  (KFAPP4.3),	  improvements	  in	  their	  
teaching	  of	  literacy,	  and	  the	  ability	  to	  link	  assessment	  with	  teaching	  and	  learning	  (KFAPP4.6).	  	  
These	   changes	   in	   knowledge	   about	   teaching	   reading	   are	   suggestive	   of	   changes	   in	   PCK,	   but	  
there	   are	   several	   other	   areas	   of	   teacher	   knowledge	   and	   skills	   where	   there	   was	   a	   lack	   of	  
significant	   change.	   	   One	   of	   the	   Project	   objectives	   was	   to	   increase	   teachers’	   meta-­‐linguistic	  
knowledge,	  or	  knowledge	  of	  the	  language	  of	  literacy,	  as	  it	  has	  been	  suggested	  that	  poor	  meta-­‐
linguistic	   knowledge	   inhibits	   communication	   of	   professional	   knowledge	   (L.	   C.	  Moats,	   2009).	  	  
The	  apparent	  lack	  of	  improvement	  in	  the	  knowledge	  and	  skills	  section	  of	  the	  SLCRLA	  suggests	  
that	  the	  project	  did	  not	  meet	  this	  objective,	  but	  the	  results	  need	  to	  be	  considered	  in	  relation	  
to	  the	  conditions	  under	  which	  the	  SLCRLA	  was	  administered	  at	  the	  conclusion	  of	  the	  Project.	  	  It	  
is	  feasible	  that	  these	  results	  would	  have	  been	  higher	  had	  they	  been	  completed	  under	  the	  same	  
conditions	  as	  the	  initial	  assessment.	  	  	  	  
The	  case	  studies	  provided	  the	  opportunity	  to	  elaborate	  on	  the	  survey	  data	  through	  interviews	  
and	   observation	   and	   this	   highlighted	   inconsistencies	   in	   the	   survey	   data	   related	   to	   PCK.	   	   For	  
example,	  Abby’s	  skills	  on	  the	  SLCRLA	  decreased	  (Table	  8.1)	  but	  there	  is	  a	  clear	  indication	  of	  a	  
change	  in	  Abby’s	  PCK	  with	  her	  questioning	  of	  the	  advice	  provided	  by	  the	  school	  psychologist	  
on	  how	  to	  teach	  blends.	  	  She	  demonstrated	  her	  new	  knowledge	  of	  how	  to	  teach	  this	  concept	  
to	  students,	  based	  on	  their	  needs,	  by	  highlighting	  the	  error	  in	  the	  recommendations	  made	  by	  
another	  professional	  (KF5.7).	  	  Observation	  of	  Abby’s	  classroom	  practice	  also	  indicated	  that	  she	  
made	  changes	  over	   the	  course	  of	  her	   involvement	   in	   the	  Project	  and	   into	   the	   following	  year	  
that	   were	   consistent	   with	   the	   Project’s	   content.	   	   She	   taught	   skills	   more	   explicitly,	  
differentiated	   instruction	  within	  a	  whole-­‐class	  context,	  and	  used	  metalanguage	  as	  a	  teaching	  
tool	   (KF5.4,	  KF5.6).	   	   Indications	  of	  changes	   in	  Alexis’	  PCK	  were	  also	  observed	   in	  the	  activities	  
she	  designed	  for	  the	  target	  students	  as	  well	  as	  the	  way	  she	  constructed	  whole-­‐class	   learning	  
experiences	  (KF5.12,	  KF5.15).	  	  She	  reported	  changes	  in	  her	  approach	  to	  teaching	  skills,	  such	  as	  
comprehension,	  and	  her	  beliefs	  about	  what	  children	  were	  capable	  of	  understanding,	  including	  
the	  metalanguage	  of	  literacy.	  	  
It	  was	  evident	  in	  examining	  the	  case	  study	  teachers	  that	  there	  were	  varying	  levels	  of	  change	  in	  
practice	   indicating	  different	   changes	   in	  PCK.	   	   In	   School	  A,	  both	   teachers’	   classroom	  practice,	  
within	   a	  whole-­‐class	   context,	   changed	   to	   incorporate	   some	  of	   the	  Project	   recommendations	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(KF5.6	  and	  KF5.14).	  	  Similarly,	  the	  individual	  instruction	  for	  the	  target	  students	  was	  modified	  to	  
include	  an	  explicit	  and	  systematic	  approach	  to	   teaching	  phonics.	   	   In	  School	  B,	  Bella	   reported	  
that	  she	  was	  able	  to	  use	  more	  effective	  teaching	  and	  learning	  strategies	  but	  did	  not	  believe	  the	  
Project	  made	  any	  difference	  to	  her	  ability	  or	  practice	  (KF6.2).	  	  This	  was	  supported	  by	  the	  lack	  
of	  any	  observed	  changes	  in	  Bella’s	  practice	  over	  the	  course	  of	  the	  Project	  (KF6.3,	  KF6.5).	  	  This	  
would	   suggest	   that	  her	  PCK	  did	  not	   change,	   as	  no	  new	   ‘teaching	   scripts’	  were	  developed	   to	  
teach	  reading	  generally	  or	  to	  specific	  students.	   	  There	  was	  no	  observable	  change	   in	  Bridget’s	  
teaching	   approach,	   which	   was	   based	   on	   an	   analytic	   phonics	   approach	   to	   teaching	   reading,	  
during	  the	  course	  of	  the	  Project	  (KF6.11).	   	  Her	  emphasis	  on	  a	  decoding	  approach	  to	  teaching	  
reading	  was	  consistent	  with	  the	  Project’s	  overall	  emphasis,	  but	  a	  synthetic	  phonics	  approach	  
was	  the	  specific	  approach	  advocated.	  	  	  
There	  were	  some	  changes	   in	  Bridget’s	  observed	  practice	   in	  the	  following	  year	  and,	  while	  she	  
maintained	  very	  similar	  activities,	   it	  was	  evident	   that	   she	  was	  differentiating	   the	  whole-­‐class	  
instruction	   for	   the	   less	   able	   students	   (KF6.13).	   	   It	   could	   be	   argued	   that	   this	   change	   in	   her	  
teaching	  approach	  indicated	  a	  change	  in	  her	  PCK.	  It	  could	  also	  be	  argued	  that	  this	  ‘script’	  for	  
teaching	  was	  already	   in	  her	   repertoire,	  but	  only	  became	  evident	  with	   the	  different	   teaching	  
context.	  	  No	  changes	  in	  Charlotte’s	  practice	  were	  observed	  but	  she	  did	  report	  that	  the	  Project	  
made	   the	   efficacy	   of	   the	   approaches	   being	   used	   in	   the	   withdrawal	   program	   at	   her	   school	  
clearer	   to	   her	   and,	   as	   a	   result	   of	   this,	   she	   felt	   she	  would	   be	   able	   to	   apply	   them	   in	   her	   own	  
classroom	   if	   the	  additional	   support	  was	  not	  available	   (KF7.13).	   	  Observations	  of	  her	  practice	  
later	   in	   the	   year	   and	   in	   the	   following	   year	   suggest	   that	   she	   was	   including	   some	   explicit	  
instruction	  into	  her	  practice	  (KF7.10,	  KF7.12).	  	  This	  was	  perhaps	  the	  start	  of	  changes	  to	  her	  PCK	  
and	  beliefs;	  however,	  without	  practice	  and	  reflection,	  it	  is	  questionable	  whether	  these	  changes	  
would	  be	  consolidated.	  	  
In	   School	   C,	   the	   lack	   of	   change	   in	   practice	   during	   observation	   also	   highlights	   one	   of	   the	  
limitations	  of	  this	  approach	  to	  identifying	  PCK	  (Kagan,	  1992).	  	  Cathy	  commented	  in	  interviews	  
that	  the	  approach	  to	  teaching	  reading	  being	  advocated	  by	  the	  Project	  was	  consistent	  with	  her	  
approach	   to	   teaching,	   and	   had	   prompted	   her	   to	   reintroduce	   the	   use	   of	   a	   synthetic	   phonics	  
resource,	   Let’s	   Decode	   (Formentin,	   1993),	   that	   had	   been	   in	   her	   cupboard	   for	   a	   number	   of	  
years.	  	  She	  used	  these	  materials	  when	  working	  one-­‐on-­‐one	  with	  students	  prior	  to	  the	  start	  of	  
the	  day	  and	  parent	  helpers	  were	  also	  given	   the	   readers	  developed	   for	   this	  program	  to	  work	  
with	   selected	   students	   (KF7.5).	   	   For	   Cathy,	   it	   would	   seem	   that	   the	   Project	   reactivated	   her	  
existing	  PCK	  for	   teaching	  children	  with	  reading	  difficulties	  rather	  than	  changing	   it.	   	  However,	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this	   information	  was	  only	  provided	   in	  an	   interview,	  as	  observations	  were	  undertaken	  during	  
the	  literacy	  block,	  and	  therefore	  the	  Researcher	  did	  not	  observe	  this	  practice.	  	  
A	  teacher’s	  skills	  and	  knowledge	  are	  aspects	  of	  PCK;	  therefore,	  the	  teachers’	  performance	  on	  
tests	  of	  knowledge	  and	  skills	  may	  provide	  some	  indication	  of	  changes	  in	  PCK.	  	  The	  teachers	  in	  
School	  A	  had	  the	  highest	  scores	  on	  the	  TPAA	  and	  the	  SLRCL	  (Table	  8.1).	  	  Teachers	  in	  Schools	  B	  
and	  C	  had	  similar	  scores	  for	  their	  knowledge	  and	  skills,	  with	  the	  exception	  of	  Bella	  who	  scored	  
slightly	   lower	   (Table	   8.1).	   	   Pedagogical	   Content	   Knowledge	   has	   also	   been	   linked	   to	   student	  
outcomes	  in	  the	  sense	  that	  effective	  PCK	  is	  required	  for	  positive	  student	  outcomes	  (Schroeder	  
et	  al.,	  2007).	  	  The	  focus	  students	  in	  Abby	  and	  Alexis’	  classes	  made	  significant	  improvements	  on	  
their	  test	  score	  with	  large	  effect	  sizes	  (KF5.5	  and	  KF5.13;	  Table	  8.1).	  	  The	  effect	  sizes	  for	  Bella’s	  
students	  were	  also	  good	  but	  she	  ascribed	  this	   to	  support	  students	  were	  receiving	  outside	  of	  
school	  (Table	  8.1).	  	  The	  size	  of	  the	  effect	  for	  the	  other	  teachers	  was	  variable,	  with	  some	  in	  the	  
low	  range.	  	  	  
There	   appears	   to	   have	   been	   changes	   in	   PCK	   for	   some	   of	   the	   case	   study	   teachers	   but	   the	  
changes	  vary	   from	   teacher	   to	   teacher	  and	   in	   their	  nature	  and	  extent.	   	  Many	  of	   the	   changes	  
that	  did	  occur	  were	  later	  in	  the	  year	  or	  into	  the	  following	  year,	  suggesting	  that	  PCK	  is	  slow	  to	  
change.	   	  This	  also	  highlighted	   the	   importance	  of	  enacting	  new	  approaches	   to	   teaching	  while	  
engaged	  in	  professional	  learning	  as	  those	  teachers	  who	  made	  changes	  to	  their	  practice	  in	  the	  
year	   they	   were	   involved	   with	   the	   Project	   continued	   to	   utilise	   these	   approaches	   into	   the	  
following	  year.	  	  Not	  surprisingly,	  when	  observations	  revealed	  that	  a	  teacher	  had	  not	  changed	  
practice	  to	  incorporate	  the	  Project’s	  recommendations	  the	  teacher	  did	  not	  use	  the	  approaches	  
in	  the	  following	  year.	  	  
The	   interdependence	   of	   PCK	   and	   beliefs	   has	   been	   discussed	   in	   the	   literature	   (for	   example,	  
Hashweh,	   2005;	   L.	   S.	   Shulman	   &	   Shulman,	   2004)	   and	   the	   significance	   of	   this	   interaction	   is	  
evident	   in	   this	   research.	   	   The	   teachers	   needed	   sufficient	   PCK	   to	   distinguish	   between	   their	  
existing	  practice	  and	  the	  new	  practice	  being	  advocated	  by	  the	  Project.	   	  Equally,	   the	  teachers	  
needed	   to	   be	   sufficiently	   open	   to	   consider	   new	   practices	   to	   have	   the	   opportunity	   to	  
understand	  them	  and	  develop	  the	  associated	  PCK.	  	  In	  the	  context	  of	  this	  professional	  learning,	  
some	   teachers	   held	   beliefs	   that	   impeded	   their	   engagement	   with	   the	   ideas	   and	   practices	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The	   complexity	   of	   a	   teacher’s	   PCK	   makes	   it	   a	   difficult	   construct	   to	   measure;	   however,	  
where	  teachers	  held	  beliefs	  that	  supported	  engagement	  with	  different	  teaching	  practices	  
for	   reading	   instruction,	   and	   were	   willing	   and	   able	   to	   enact	   recommendation	   from	   the	  
professional	  learning,	  changes	  in	  PCK	  were	  identifiable.	  	  	  
	  
8.3. The	  Influence	  of	  Student	  Reading	  Performance	  on	  Teachers’	  
Classroom	  Practice	  and	  Beliefs	  about	  Reading	  Teaching	  and	  Learning	  	  
Student	  outcomes	  have	  the	  potential	  to	  have	  a	  significant	  influence	  on	  teachers’	  engagement	  
with	   professional	   learning	   (Hall	   &	   Hord,	   2001;	   Timperley,	   2011).	   	  When	   teachers	   can	   see	   a	  
positive	  outcome	  from	  the	  strategies	  they	  are	  using	  they	  are	  more	  likely	  to	  consolidate	  these	  
approaches	  into	  their	  teaching	  repertoire	  even	  if	  this	  requires	  a	  change	  in	  their	  beliefs	  about	  
teaching.	   	   However,	   for	   a	   change	   in	   beliefs	   to	   occur,	   teachers	   need	   to	   attribute	   improved	  
student	   outcomes	   to	   their	   change	   in	   practices.	   	   Responses	   on	   the	   post-­‐Project	   evaluation	  
completed	   by	   all	   project	   participants	   suggest	   that	   the	   teachers	   did	   not	   make	   a	   strong	   link	  
between	  changes	  in	  student	  performance	  and	  changes	  in	  their	  teaching	  (KFAPP4.6).	  	  Teachers	  
indicated	   that	   they	   only	   somewhat	   agreed	   that	   students	   demonstrated	   enhanced	   literacy	  
learning	  outcomes	  as	  a	  result	  of	  their	  involvement	  in	  the	  professional	  learning.	  	  This	  is	  despite	  
the	  final	  assessments	  indicating	  that	  there	  were	  significant	  improvements	  for	  the	  SPAT-­‐R	  and	  
AIST,	  with	  a	  large	  effect	  size	  for	  the	  SPAT-­‐R	  and	  AIST	  total	  scores	  and	  a	  moderate	  effect	  size	  for	  
the	  SPAT-­‐R	  non-­‐word	  spelling	  test	  (KFAPP4.7).	  	  	  
The	  focus	  students	  for	  the	  case	  study	  teachers	  also	  demonstrated	  improved	  outcomes	  (KF5.5,	  
5.13,	  5.17,	  6.4,	  6.12,	  6.17,	  7.11	  and	  7.15)	  but	  the	  case	  study	  teachers	  reported	  differing	  views	  
on	  the	  impact	  of	  the	  Project	  on	  student	  outcomes.	  	  Alexis,	  Cathy	  and	  Charlotte	  were	  confident	  
that	  their	  involvement	  had	  impacted	  on	  student	  performance	  (KF5.13,	  7.4	  and	  7.11),	  but	  Abby	  
and	   Bridget	   were	   unsure	   (KF5.5	   and	   6.12)	   and	   Bella	   attributing	   improved	   performance	   to	  
outside	   factors	   (KF6.4).	   	   These	   responses	   highlight	   a	   number	   of	   issues	   that	   need	   to	   be	  
addressed	  when	  delivering	  professional	  learning.	  	  First,	  changes	  in	  student	  performance	  need	  
to	   be	   clearly	   communicated	   to	   all	   teachers	   and	   teachers	   need	   to	   be	   able	   to	  make	   the	   link	  
between	   student	  performance	  and	   their	   teaching.	   	  While	   the	   research	  highlights	   that,	   other	  
than	  the	  child’s	  prior	  knowledge,	  the	  teacher	  has	  the	  greatest	  impact	  on	  student	  outcomes	  (J	  
Hattie,	   2009),	   teachers	   may	   still	   perceive	   factors	   outside	   of	   their	   control	   as	   having	   a	   more	  
significant	   impact	  on	  student	   learning	   (Berliner,	  2006;	  Chudgar	  &	  Luschei,	  2009).	   	   If	   teachers	  
believe	  the	  greatest	  potential	  influence	  on	  student	  outcomes	  lies	  with	  factors	  other	  than	  their	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teaching,	   they	  are	   less	   likely	   to	  see	  student	  outcomes	  as	  an	   indicator	  of	   the	  efficacy	  of	   their	  
practice	  (Bandura,	  1997).	  
Teachers	   can	  be	  assisted	   to	   identify	   the	   links	  between	   their	   teaching	   and	   student	  outcomes	  
through	   careful	   consideration	   of	   the	   assessment	   data.	   	   This	   includes	   presenting	   the	   data	  
clearly	   and	   giving	   teachers	   time	   to	   reflect	   on	   what	   the	   data	   show.	   	   Although	   this	   was	   a	  
component	   of	   the	   Project,	   it	   would	   appear	   not	   all	   of	   the	   teachers	   had	   the	   PCK	   required	   to	  
understand	  the	  data	  and	  therefore	  needed	  greater	  support	  from	  the	  Project	  team	  to	  facilitate	  
this.	  Bridget	  commented	  on	  the	  presentation	  of	   the	  data	   (KF6.14)	  suggesting	   that	   it	  was	  not	  
presented	  in	  such	  as	  way	  as	  to	  make	  it	  clear	  what	  could	  be	  done	  to	  address	  areas	  of	  deficit.	  	  In	  
addition,	   the	   use	   of	   percentiles	   for	   the	   third	   Year	   of	   Schooling	   on	   the	   SPAT-­‐R	   reflects	   less	  
progress	  than	  would	  have	  been	   indicated	  had	  the	  second	  Year	  of	  Schooling	  percentiles	  been	  
used.	  	  It	  is	  not	  clear	  whether	  teachers	  understood	  the	  explanations	  regarding	  percentiles	  that	  
were	  included	  in	  the	  session	  when	  student	  results	  were	  distributed.	  	  Some	  schools	  requested	  
additional	  support	  with	  understanding	  and	  acting	  on	  the	  data,	   including	  School	  A,	  but	  School	  
B,	  Bridget’s	  school,	  was	  not	  one	  of	  these.	  	  Subsequent	  to	  this,	  case	  study	  teachers	  in	  School	  A	  
were	  observed	  to	  change	  their	  practice	  while	  those	  in	  School	  B	  did	  not.	  	  This	  forms	  part	  of	  the	  
iterative	   inquiry	   process	   necessary	   for	   teachers	   to	   develop	   an	   understanding	   of	   how	   their	  
practice	  impacts	  on	  student	  outcomes.	  	  	  	  
The	  presentation	  of	  data	  gathered	  after	  a	  change	   in	  practice	  has	  been	  trialled	   is	  an	  effective	  
way	   of	   clarifying	   the	   link	   between	   teacher	   practice	   and	   student	   outcomes.	   	   Providing	   this	  
information	   throughout	   the	   professional	   learning	  would	   give	   participants	   time	   to	   reflect	   on	  
progress	   and	   consider	   whether	   any	   modifications	   to	   the	   current	   approach	   were	   required.	  	  
Teachers	  in	  the	  Project	  were	  instructed	  in	  the	  use	  of	  the	  assessment	  instruments	  in	  February	  
but	   the	   assessment	   data	   were	   not	   returned	   to	   the	   Project	   team	   until	   the	   end	   of	   March;	  
therefore,	   meetings	   to	   discuss	   these	   data	   were	   not	   held	   until	   mid	   April.	   	   It	   would	   be	  
reasonable	   to	   assume	   that	   some	   teachers	   would	   not	   act	   on	   the	   data	   immediately	   as	   the	  
Project	  required	  teachers	  to	  decide,	  from	  the	  information	  on	  effective	  practice	  and	  the	  range	  
of	  resources	  presented,	  what	  approaches	  to	  use	  for	  their	  students.	  	  Consequently,	  any	  change	  
in	  practice	  is	  unlikely	  to	  have	  commenced	  until	  May.	  	  
The	   next	   point	   of	   feedback	   on	   the	   students’	   performance	   was	   not	   until	   the	   Project’s	  
conclusion.	  	  Although	  teachers	  had	  access	  to	  the	  student	  performance	  data	  that	  they	  collected	  
at	   the	  end	  of	   the	  Project,	   this	  was	  not	   graphed	  and	  presented	   to	   them	  by	   the	  Project	   team	  
until	   the	   final	   session	   at	   the	   same	   time	   that	   they	   completed	   the	   post-­‐Project	   surveys.	   	   If	  
teachers	  had	  not	  examined	  these	  data	  prior	  to	   its	  presentation	  at	  the	  final	  session,	  or	   lacked	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the	  PCK	  to	  understand	  what	  the	  data	  represented,	  their	  first	  exposure	  to	  the	  data	  occurred	  at	  
the	   same	   time	   that	   they	   were	   asked	   to	   evaluate	   the	   impact	   of	   the	   Project.	   	   A	   lack	   of	  
confidence	  that	  their	  involvement	  in	  the	  Project	  had	  resulted	  in	  improved	  outcomes	  for	  their	  
students	  (KFAPP4.6)	  could	  be	  attributed	  to	  the	  teachers	  not	  having	  sufficient	  time	  to	  process	  
this	   information.	   	  This	   timeframe	  also	  did	  not	  allow	   for	  data	   to	  become	  part	  of	   the	   iterative	  
process	  of	  the	  teaching	  and	  learning	  cycle,	  to	  ensure	  that	  teachers	  had	  the	  time	  to	  consolidate	  
or	  modify	  their	  instruction	  based	  on	  this	  new	  information.	  	  	  
As	  already	  discussed,	  beliefs	  are	  difficult	  to	  change	  and	  although	  student	  outcomes	  have	  the	  
potential	   to	   change	   teachers’	   beliefs	   about	   reading	   teaching	   and	   learning	   the	   connection	  
between	   teachers’	   actions	   and	   student	   outcomes	   needs	   to	   be	   clear	   (Timperley,	   2011).	   	   In	  
School	   A	   the	   case	   study	   teachers	   sought	   additional	   assistance	   to	   understand	   student	  
performance	  data	   and	  were	   therefore	  better	   informed	  about	  what	   the	  data	   indicated.	   	   This	  
enabled	  them	  to	  implement	  approaches	  consistent	  with	  those	  recommended	  by	  the	  research	  
team.	  	  Interviews	  indicated	  that	  both	  case	  study	  teachers	  in	  School	  A	  believed	  their	  knowledge	  
about	  teaching	  reading	  had	  improved	  and	  they	  changed	  their	  teaching	  approach	  as	  a	  result	  of	  
their	   involvement	   in	  the	  Project	   (KF5.3	  and	  5.11).	   	  Abby	  was	  not	  confident	  that	  her	  students	  
had	   benefited	   from	   these	   improvements	   in	   her	   knowledge	   and	   practice;	   however,	   the	  
consolidation	   of	   information	   from	   the	   Project	   into	   her	   teaching	   practice	   the	   following	   year	  
(KF5.8)	  suggests	  that	  Abby	  did	  come	  to	  appreciate	  the	  link	  between	  this	  practice	  and	  improved	  
student	  outcomes.	  	  The	  School	  B	  case	  study	  teachers	  did	  not	  make	  any	  observable	  changes	  to	  
their	  practice	  and	  therefore	  their	  belief	  that	  the	  Project	  did	  not	  impact	  on	  student	  outcomes	  is	  
reasonable.	  	  The	  case	  study	  teachers	  at	  School	  C	  made	  some	  change	  to	  their	  practice	  and	  were	  
confident	   that	   students	   benefited	   from	   this	   change,	   as	   they	   believed	   the	   approaches	   to	  
reading	  teaching	  and	  learning	  were	  consistent	  with	  the	  approaches	  they	  were	  already	  using.	  	  	  	  
Assertion	  8.3	   	  
It	  is	  necessary	  to	  ensure	  that	  all	  teachers	  have	  the	  PCK	  to	  understand	  student	  performance	  
data	   and	   to	   make	   the	   link	   between	   student	   performance	   and	   their	   practice.	   	   Teachers	  
require	  time	  to	  reflect	  on	  these	  factors	  as	  part	  of	  an	  iterative	  process	  within	  the	  professional	  




8.4. Impact	  of	  the	  Project	  on	  Teachers’	  Classroom	  Reading	  Practices	  
Within	  a	  Whole-­‐class	  Context	  and	  with	  Children	  Identified	  as	  having	  
Reading	  Difficulties	  
Classroom	  instructional	  practices	  related	  to	  reading	  instruction	  have,	  in	  part,	  been	  discussed	  in	  
relation	  to	  teacher	  beliefs.	  	  It	  was	  found	  that	  teachers’	  overall	  beliefs	  about	  reading	  instruction	  
did	  not	  change	  significantly	  but	   there	  were	  changes	   in	   the	  way	  they	   instructed	  children	  with	  
reading	   difficulties	   (Assertion	   8.1).	   	   Further	   elaboration	   of	   how	   the	   Project	   impacted	   on	  
instructional	   practices	   is	   provided	   by	   the	   case	   studies.	   	   School	   A	   provides	   an	   example	   of	  
changes	   in	   practice	   for	   both	   whole-­‐class	   and	   individual	   instruction.	   	   Abby	   and	   Alexis	   made	  
changes	  to	  the	  small	  group	  instruction	  for	  their	  students	  experiencing	  reading	  difficulties	  but	  
had	   to	   rely	   on	   other	   people	   to	   teach	   this	  material,	   such	   as	   parent	   volunteers	   (KF5.1).	   	   This	  
precipitated	   their	   interest	   in	   strategies	   to	   include	   these	   students	   in	   their	   classes	   when	   the	  
volunteers	  failed	  to	  attend,	  but	  also	  in	  whole-­‐class	  instruction	  to	  support	  literacy	  development	  
for	  all	  students.	  	  
There	  was	  little	  change	  in	  whole	  of	  class	  teaching	  in	  School	  B	  (KF6.5	  and	  KF6.11)	  and	  C	  (KF7.3,	  
KF7.10	   and	   KF7.12).	   	   In	   School	   C,	   Cathy	   reported	   reintroducing	   components	   of	   synthetic	  
phonics	   to	   individual	   instruction	   but	   her	   classroom	   practice	   was	   not	   observed	   to	   change	  
(KF7.3).	   	   Charlotte	   did	   appear	   to	   be	   including	   more	   explicit	   instruction	   into	   her	   classroom	  
practice	  (KF7.10,	  KF7.12),	  but	  a	  number	  of	  missed	  teaching	  opportunities	  suggested	  it	  was	  not	  
fully	   integrated	   into	   her	   teaching	   approach.	   	   The	   existing	   withdrawal	   support	   structures	   at	  
School	  C	  meant	  that	  there	  was	  no	  expectation	  that	  Year	  2	  teachers	  would	  modify	  their	  whole-­‐
class	  literacy	  instruction	  to	  cater	  for	  students	  falling	  behind	  their	  peers	  in	  reading	  (KF7.7).	  	  	  
The	   Project’s	   focus	  was	   on	   improving	   teacher’s	   PCK	   and	   self-­‐efficacy	   in	   teaching	   reading	   to	  
children	  not	   reaching	   the	   required	   level	   for	   their	  age.	   	  As	  such,	   it	   is	  not	  surprising	   that	  most	  
teachers	   did	   not	   generalise	   these	   skills	   to	   teaching	   reading	   to	   the	  whole	   class.	   	   The	   Project	  
team	  believed	  that	  improved	  knowledge	  would	  result	  in	  improved	  practices	  generally,	  not	  just	  
for	  the	  children	  with	  difficulties,	  but	  this	  was	  not	  an	  intuitive	  progression	  for	  most	  case	  study	  
teachers.	  	  Teachers	  often	  perceive	  that	  the	  strategies	  utilised	  to	  support	  children	  with	  reading	  
difficulties	  are	  different	  from	  those	  used	  to	  teach	  all	  children	  to	  read	  despite	  research	  to	  the	  
contrary	  (Foorman	  &	  Torgesen,	  2001).	   	  Making	  the	  objective	  of	  changing	  reading	  practice	  for	  
all	   students	  more	   explicit	   and	   providing	   information	   about	   how	   this	   can	   be	   achieved	  would	  
need	  to	  be	  incorporated	  into	  the	  professional	  learning	  if	  this	  outcome	  were	  to	  be	  achieved.	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Assertion	  8.4	   	  
Predominantly,	  teachers	  continued	  to	  see	  the	  teaching	  of	  children	  with	  reading	  difficulties	  as	  
best	  achieved	  by	  an	  additional	  support	  person	  or	  withdrawal	  program.	  	  In	  order	  to	  challenge	  
these	  beliefs,	  and	  encourage	  teachers	  to	  also	  implement	  more	  explicit	  forms	  of	  teaching	  
reading	  skills	  to	  the	  whole	  class,	  professional	  learning	  needs	  to	  identify	  this	  goal	  more	  
explicitly	  and	  address	  pedagogical	  beliefs	  that	  interfere	  with	  this	  approach.	  	  	  
	  
8.5. Factors	  that	  Facilitate	  or	  Inhibit	  the	  Transformation	  of	  Teachers’	  
Beliefs,	  Knowledge	  and	  Practice	  
Much	   like	   the	  parable	  of	   the	  blind	  men	  and	   the	  elephant,	  Project	  participants	   took	  different	  
information	   from	   the	   professional	   learning	   depending	   on	   the	   perspective	   from	   which	   they	  
entered.	  	  Factors	  that	  influenced	  the	  beliefs,	  knowledge	  and	  practice	  of	  the	  teachers	  involved	  
in	   the	   Project	   included	   their	   stage	   of	   teaching,	   a	   willingness	   to	   explore	   different	   practices,	  
existing	   beliefs,	   the	   context	   in	   which	   they	   taught,	   and	   their	   engagement	   with	   the	   Project.	  	  
These	  factors	  are	  consistent	  with	  the	  constructivist	  epistemology	  identified	  in	  the	  conceptual	  
framework	  but	  also	  align	  with	  the	  six	  principles	  of	  adult	   learning	  theory,	  andragogy,	  namely:	  
the	  learners’	  prior	  experience,	  their	  self-­‐concept,	  a	  need	  to	  know,	  their	  orientation	  to	  learning,	  
a	  readiness	  to	  learn,	  and	  their	  motivation	  to	  learn	  (Knowles	  et	  al.,	  2012).	  
Teachers	   at	   different	   stages	   of	   their	   career	   can	   have	   different	   perceptions	   of	   the	   type	   of	  
professional	   learning	   that	   is	   appropriate	   for	   them	   and	   different	   concerns	   relating	   to	   the	  
implementation	  of	  changes	  in	  practices	  (Christou	  et	  al.,	  2004;	  Hall	  &	  Loucks,	  1978).	  	  Ramey	  and	  
Ramey	  (2008)	  assert	  that	  in	  order	  to	  engage	  teachers	  in	  professional	  learning,	  it	  is	  necessary	  to	  
have	  knowledge	  of	   the	  characteristics	  of	   the	  participants	  so	   that	  content	  and	  delivery	  of	   the	  
professional	   learning	   can	   be	   matched	   to	   their	   needs.	   	   Huberman’s	   (1989b)	   stage	   model	   of	  
professional	  practice	  provides	  a	  framework	  for	  considering	  the	  possible	  needs	  of	  teachers	  but,	  
as	  he	  acknowledges,	  teachers	  can	  be	  at	  different	  stages	  than	  their	  years	  of	  teaching	  suggest.	  	  
Bridget	  and	  Cathy	  had	  been	  teaching	  for	  more	  than	  10	  years	  and	  both	  expressed	  the	  opinion	  
that	   the	   professional	   learning	   delivered	   in	   the	   Project	   would	   have	   been	   more	   suitable	   for	  
graduate	   teachers	   (KF6.16	  and	  KF7.6).	   	  Alexis,	  who	  had	  also	  been	  teaching	   for	  more	  than	  10	  
years,	  did	  not	  express	  any	  concerns	  about	  the	  appropriateness	  of	  the	  professional	  learning	  and	  
readily	   engaged	   with	   the	   content.	   	   Abby	   and	   Bella,	   both	   teaching	   between	   three	   and	   five	  
years,	   were	   confident	   in	   their	   teaching	   practices,	   but	   had	   markedly	   different	   levels	   of	  
engagement	  with	   the	   professional	   learning.	   	   Charlotte,	   who	   had	   been	   teaching	   longer	   than	  
Abby	   and	  Bella,	   seemed	   to	   be	   at	   the	   same	   stage	   of	   professional	   practice.	   	   She	  was	   positive	  
about	  her	  involvement	  in	  the	  Project	  but	  appeared	  to	  make	  limited	  changes	  to	  her	  practice.	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Identifying	   teacher	  concerns	  within	   the	   stages	  of	   the	  CBAM	  can	  also	  provide	   information	  on	  
the	  professional	  learning	  needs	  of	  the	  teacher	  (Hall	  &	  Loucks,	  1978),	  but	  these	  stages	  must	  be	  
considered	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  actions	  of	  the	  teacher.	  	  The	  seven	  stages	  follow	  the	  sequence	  of	  
Awareness,	   Informational,	   Personal,	   Management,	   Consequences,	   Collaboration	   and	  
Refocusing.	   	  The	  case	  study	   teachers	  were	  not	   interviewed	  until	  after	   the	   initial	  professional	  
development	  sessions	  and	  therefore	  it	  is	  only	  by	  assumption	  that	  we	  suggest	  they	  had	  already	  
passed	   at	   least	   the	   first	   two	   stages	   prior	   to	   interview.	   	   Bella’s	   comments	   indicated	   that	   her	  
concerns	  were	  related	  to	  the	  Personal	  stage	  earlier	  in	  the	  project	  and	  this	  moved	  towards	  the	  
Management	  stage	  as	  the	  year	  progressed.	  	  Abby,	  with	  the	  same	  teaching	  years	  as	  Bella	  (3	  –	  5	  
years),	   and	   Alexis,	   who	   had	   been	   teaching	   more	   than	   10	   years,	   both	   moved	   through	   the	  
Management	   stage	   to	   the	   Consequences	   stage.	   	   Bridget	   and	   Cathy,	   also	  with	  more	   than	   10	  
years	  of	  teaching	  experience,	  were	  at	  the	  Collaboration	  phase	  when	  first	  interviewed,	  but	  it	  is	  
important	   to	   note	   that	   this	   related	   to	   their	   belief	   in	   the	   efficacy	   of	   their	   current	   teaching	  
practice,	  not	  in	  any	  changes	  to	  practice.	  	  Bridget	  remained	  at	  this	  stage	  for	  the	  entirety	  of	  the	  
Project	  but	  Cathy	  moved	  on	  to	  the	  Refocusing	  stage.	  	  In	  this	  stage	  Cathy	  was	  reflecting	  on	  her	  
practice	   in	  relation	  to	  some	  of	  the	   ideas	  presented	  by	  the	  Project	  team.	   	  Charlotte,	  who	  had	  
been	  teaching	  between	  six	  and	  10	  years,	  expressed	  the	  same	  desire	  as	  Bridget	  and	  Cathy	   to	  
share	   her	   practice	  with	   other	   teachers.	   	   As	   the	   year	   progressed	   and	  Charlotte	   implemented	  
some	  of	  recommendations	  of	   the	  Project,	  her	  concerns	  reverted	  to	  the	  Consequences	  stage.	  	  
Like	  Bridget	  and	  Cathy,	  desire	  to	  collaborate	  was	  based	  on	  existing	  practice	  not	  new	  practice.	  	  
Therefore,	  determining	  the	  appropriate	  professional	  learning	  for	  participants	  may	  include,	  but	  
should	  not	  be	  limited	  to,	  information	  about	  stages	  of	  teaching	  and	  learning.	  	  	  
As	   already	   identified,	   teachers’	   knowledge	   can	   influence	   the	   way	   they	   engage	   with	  
professional	   learning.	   	  One	  aspect	  of	  knowledge	  is	  an	  understanding	  of	  the	  terminology	  used	  
in	  the	  literature	  on	  reading	  instruction.	  	  Inconsistent	  understandings	  of	  this	  terminology	  could	  
have	  a	   confounding	   impact	  on	   the	   implementation	  of	   approaches	  advocated	  by	   the	  project.	  	  
For	  example,	  the	   literature	  review	  discusses	  the	  use	  of	  the	  term	  ‘explicit’	  and	  illustrates	  how	  
this	  can	  vary	  depending	  on	  the	  theoretical	  perspective	  of	  the	   individual.	   	  Teachers	  for	  whom	  
the	  term	  ‘explicit’	  refers	  to	  the	  16	  characteristics	   identified	  by	  Archer	  and	  Hughes	  (2011)	  will	  
teach	   differently	   from	   those	   ascribing	   the	   more	   generic	   definition	   to	   the	   term.	   	   Bridget’s	  
teaching	   illustrates	   how	   a	   different	   definition	   of	   the	   term	   ‘explicit’	   can	   lead	   to	   different	  
teaching	   practices	   than	   those	   recommended	   by	   the	   project	   without	   the	   participant	   being	  
aware	   of	   the	   inconsistencies	   (KF6.10,	   6.15).	   	   Therefore,	   ensuring	   that	   there	   is	   a	   shared	  
understanding	  of	  the	  terms	  used	   in	  professional	   learning	  would	  serve	  to	   increase	  the	  fidelity	  
with	  which	  the	  recommended	  approaches	  are	  implemented.	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In	  relation	  to	  teacher	  knowledge	  and	  skills,	  it	  is	  also	  important	  to	  recognise	  that	  differentiating	  
the	  curriculum	  is	  pedagogically	  difficult	  and	  some	  teachers	  require	  more	  support	  than	  others	  
to	  do	   this	   successfully,	   regardless	  of	   their	   years	  of	   teaching	   (Kathie,	   2006).	   	   The	   information	  
gathered	   at	   the	   start	   of	   the	   Project	   on	   teacher	   knowledge,	   skills	   and	   beliefs	   about	   reading	  
instruction	  could	  be	  used	  to	  identify	  those	  teachers	  who	  might	  require	  additional	  professional	  
development	  and	  also	  assist	  teachers	  to	  see	  the	  relevance	  of	  the	  professional	  learning	  to	  their	  
specific	  needs:	  for	  example,	  Charlotte’s	  performance	  on	  the	  skills	  tests	  suggested	  that	  this	  was	  
an	  area	   in	  which	  she	  would	  have	  benefitted	  from	  more	  support	  than	  Alexis,	  who	  might	  have	  
required	   more	   assistance	   to	   appreciate	   the	   impact	   of	   her	   practice	   on	   children’s	   reading	  
performance	   (Table	   8.1).	   	   This	   is	   corroborated	   by	   classroom	   observations	   of	   Charlotte,	  
indicating	   that	   she	   lacked	   the	   skills	   and	   knowledge	   to	   address	   students’	   reading	   difficulties	  
when	   she	   encountered	   them	   in	   class	   (KF7.12).	   	   By	   using	   this	   information	   to	   demonstrate	   to	  
teachers	   their	   areas	   of	   need,	   and	   then	   providing	   them	  with	   opportunities	   to	   develop	   these	  
skills,	   the	   relevance	   of	   the	   professional	   learning	   would	   be	   more	   evident	   to	   the	   teachers	  
involved.	  
It	   is	  particularly	   important	   to	  consider	  existing	  beliefs	  and	   to	  acknowledge	   that	   the	   interplay	  
between	   beliefs	   and	   actions	   is	   complex:	   beliefs	   impact	   on	   actions	   and	   actions	   have	   the	  
potential	   to	   change	   beliefs.	   	   Abby	   and	   Alexis	   illustrate	   how	   enactment	   and	   reflection	   can	  
influence	  beliefs	  (KF5.6	  and	  KF5.14),	  but	  it	  could	  be	  argued	  that	  some	  teachers	  did	  not	  enact	  
the	   approaches	   presented	   to	   them	   through	   the	   professional	   learning	   sessions	   due	   to	   their	  
beliefs	  and	  consequently	   these	  beliefs	  did	  not	  change.	   	  This	  can	  be	  seen	   in	   the	  case	  of	  Bella	  
who	  believed	  that	  effective	  intervention	  for	  children	  with	  reading	  difficulties	  involved	  having	  a	  
support	   person	   working	   one-­‐on-­‐one	   with	   the	   students	   (KF6.6).	   	   She	   did	   not	   change	   her	  
practice,	   instead	   opting	   to	   identify	   the	   students’	   needs	   to	   the	   parents	   so	   that	   they	   could	  
provide	  the	  support	  (KF6.4).	  	  There	  was	  also	  limited	  change	  in	  Cathy	  and	  Charlotte’s	  teaching	  
and	  they	  expressed	  the	  belief	  that	  students	  with	  difficulties	  were	  most	  effectively	  catered	  for	  
by	   their	   school’s	  withdrawal	   literacy	   support	   program	   (KF7.7).	   	   The	  policies,	   procedures	   and	  
beliefs	  held	  by	  the	  education	  system	  and	  the	  school	  community	  can	  also	  influence	  the	  level	  of	  
engagement,	  and	  therefore	  the	  degree	  of	  change	  in	  teacher	  beliefs,	  knowledge	  and	  practice.	  	  	  
As	  predicted	  by	  Ramey	  and	  Ramey	  (2008)	  and	  Opfer,	  Pedder	  and	  Lavicza	  (2011),	  the	  prevailing	  
educational	   culture	   and	   that	   of	   the	   school,	   including	   beliefs	   and	   practices,	   influenced	   the	  
teachers’	   engagement	   with	   the	   professional	   learning.	   	   The	   state	   in	   which	   this	   study	   was	  
conducted	   had	   a	   long	   affiliation	   with	   whole	   language	   approaches	   to	   reading	   instruction	  
(Education	   Department,	   1936)	   and	   this	   had	   the	   potential	   to	   influence	   teachers’	   beliefs	   and	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practices,	   particularly	   if	   teachers	   undertook	   their	   schooling	   and	   teacher	   training	   within	   this	  
system.	   	   In	   an	   extreme	   case,	   the	   conflict	   between	   one	   school’s	   beliefs	   about	   reading	  
instruction,	  and	  those	  supported	  by	  the	  Project,	  resulted	   in	  the	  school	  withdrawing	  from	  the	  
Project.	   	   Teachers	   from	   this	   school	   reported	   that	   they	   were	   not	   allowed	   to	   implement	   the	  
approaches	   advocated	   by	   the	   Project	   team,	   as	   the	   school	   required	   that	   they	   use	   a	   specific	  
commercially	  available	  program,	   the	  underlying	  philosophy	  of	  which	  was	   inconsistent	  with	  a	  
synthetic	  phonics	  approach.	  	  	  
Despite	   the	   powerful	   influence	   of	   beliefs,	   effective	   professional	   learning	   helps	   teachers	  
identify	  beliefs	   that	  bind	   them	   to	   ineffective	   teaching	  practices	   (Kise,	  2006).	   	   Therefore,	   it	   is	  
important	   that	   those	   developing	   professional	   learning	   take	   into	   account	   the	   beliefs	   of	   the	  
participants	  and	  provide	  opportunities	  to	  explore	  these	  beliefs.	  	  Models	  of	  professional	  growth	  
highlight	   that	   enactment	   and	   reflection	   can	   result	   in	   changes	   to	   beliefs	   (Clarke	   &	  
Hollingsworth,	   2002)	   and	   the	   conditions	   necessary	   for	   enactment	   and	   reflection	   to	   occur	  
include	   time	   and	   engagement.	   	   Alexis	   identified	   the	   length	   of	   the	   Project	   as	   beneficial	   in	  
supporting	  the	  development	  of	  her	  reading	  instruction	  (KF5.16),	  but	  earlier	  initial	  assessment	  
of	   students	   would	   enable	   feedback	   on	   mid-­‐term	   outcomes,	   leaving	   time	   to	   adjust	   or	  
consolidate	  practice.	   	  The	  professional	   learning	  for	  the	  Project	  was	  undertaken	  over	  the	  four	  
terms	   of	   the	   school	   year	   but,	   due	   to	   the	   busy	   nature	   of	   school	   terms,	   the	   implementation	  
phase	   was	   effectively	   only	   six	   months.	   	   It	   could	   be	   argued	   that	   some	   of	   the	   participants	  
required	  more	  time	  to	  implement	  the	  approaches	  advocated	  by	  the	  Project	  and	  to	  reflect	  on	  
the	  outcome	  of	  changes	   in	   their	  practice.	   	  Further,	  where	   teachers	  do	  change	  their	  practice,	  
time	  is	  required	  for	  student	  improvement	  and	  this	  relies	  on	  teachers’	  willingness	  to	  persist	  in	  a	  
process	  for	  an	  extended	  period.	  	  	  
While	   time	   to	   plan	   and	   implement	   new	   practices	   is	   important,	   it	   does	   not	   guarantee	  
engagement.	   	  All	   schools	  provided	   time	  as	  an	   incentive	   to	  be	   involved	  with	   the	  professional	  
learning	   but	   this	   did	   not	   ensure	   that	   all	   staff	   engaged	   in	   the	   Project	   beyond	   attending	   the	  
professional	  development	  session.	   	  Timperley	  (2011)	  suggests	  that	  teachers	  will	  engage	  once	  
they	  see	  improved	  student	  outcomes;	  however,	  in	  a	  Project	  of	  this	  nature,	  where	  teachers	  are	  
responsible	  for	  implementing	  the	  change,	  this	  can	  be	  problematic.	  	  Some	  teachers	  placed	  the	  
responsibility	   for	   their	   focus	   students	  onto	  other	  members	  of	   staff	  or	  parents,	   consequently	  
making	   little	   change	   to	   their	  own	  practice.	   	   In	   these	   situations,	  where	   little	  or	  no	   change	   to	  
practice	   occurred,	   student	   outcomes	   were	   not	   a	   factor	   in	   influencing	   teacher	   engagement	  
(KF6.4	  and	  KF7.7).	   	  Different	   teaching	   contexts	   can	  also	  be	  more	   supportive	  of	   engagement,	  
enactment	   and	   reflection	   on	   practice	   than	   others:	   for	   example,	   Abby	   and	   Alexis	   shared	   an	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open-­‐plan	  double	   classroom,	  which	  enabled	   them	   to	   collaborate,	   use	   a	   variety	  of	   classroom	  
structures	   to	   support	   students	  on	   the	  basis	  of	  need	  and	   reflect	  on	   their	  practice.	   	  The	  other	  
case	   study	   teachers	   were	   operating	   in	   separate	   classrooms	   and	   although	   some	   had	   the	  
opportunity	   to	  open	  up	   teaching	   spaces	  between	  classes,	   it	  was	  evident	   from	  the	  classroom	  
furniture	  that	  this	  was	  not	  an	  intention	  of	  the	  teachers.	  	  
Observations	  of	  the	  case	  study	  participants	  in	  the	  following	  year	  suggested	  that	  those	  teachers	  
who	  engaged	  with	  the	  Project	  and	  enacted	  more	  explicit	  approaches	  to	  reading	  instruction	  as	  
recommended	   by	   the	   Project	   continued	   consolidating	   this	   practice.	   	   Abby	   and	   Alexis	   were	  
engaged	  with	  the	  Project,	  and	  sought	  assistance	  and	  consultation	  with	  the	  Project	  team	  on	  a	  
number	   of	   occasions.	   	   Changes	   in	   their	   practice,	   consistent	   with	   the	   content	   of	   the	  
professional	  learning,	  were	  evident	  in	  the	  year	  that	  the	  Project	  was	  undertaken	  (KF5.1,	  KF5.4	  
and	   KF5.12)	   and	   became	   more	   evident	   in	   the	   following	   year	   (KF5.6	   and	   KF5.14).	   	   In	   cases	  
where	  teachers	  were	  less	  engaged,	  it	  appears	  that	  there	  was	  still	  some	  change	  in	  the	  following	  
year:	  for	  example,	  Bridget	  and	  Charlotte	  did	  not	  change	  their	  practice	  in	  the	  year	  of	  the	  Project	  
but	  appeared	  to	  have	  used	  information	  from	  the	  Project	  to	  differentiate	  their	  practice	   in	  the	  
following	  year	  (KF6.13,	  KF7.12).	  	  Where	  there	  was	  minimal	  engagement	  with	  the	  professional	  
learning	  during	  the	  course	  of	  the	  Project,	  there	  was	  no	  change	  in	  practice	  the	  following	  year	  
(KF6.5).	  	  	  
The	   motivation	   to	   learn	   can	   come	   from	   various	   sources	   including	   the	   individual	   or	   others	  
identifying	  a	  gap	  in	  their	  knowledge.	  	  Individuals	  can	  also	  be	  motivated	  to	  learn	  when	  they	  are	  
supported	   to	   engage	   through	   incentives	   or	   remuneration.	   	   As	   identified	   by	   Brook	   and	   Lock	  
(2010),	  incentives	  like	  offering	  academic	  credit	  towards	  post-­‐graduate	  qualifications	  can	  have	  
a	   positive	   impact	   on	   teachers’	  willingness	   to	   be	   involved	   in	   professional	   learning.	   	   The	   case	  
study	  participants	   identified	  a	  number	  of	  ways	  that	  their	  schools	  motivated	  them	  to	  become	  
involved	   in	   the	   professional	   learning.	   	   These	   included	   being	   given	   time	   by	   the	   school	   to	  
develop	  resources	  and	  consult	  with	  colleagues,	  paid	  relief	  to	  attend	  professional	  development	  
sessions	   and	   being	   able	   to	   incorporate	   the	   Project	   in	   their	   management	   for	   performance	  








Differentiation	  of	  professional	  learning	  is	  required	  to	  ensure	  that	  it	  is	  relevant	  and	  engages	  
all	  participants	  at	  their	  point	  of	  need.	  	  Relevance	  can	  be	  achieved	  by	  identifying	  teachers’	  
stage	  of	  professional	  growth,	  including	  their	  concerns,	  knowledge	  and	  skills,	  as	  well	  as	  the	  
contextual	  factors	  that	  influence	  teaching	  practice.	  	  Opportunities	  to	  enact	  new	  knowledge	  
and	  reflect	  on	  outcomes	  are	  important	  to	  support	  teachers’	  engagement	  with	  professional	  
learning.	  	  The	  incentives	  that	  motivate	  engagement	  may	  also	  differ	  between	  participants	  
and	  therefore	  need	  to	  be	  differentiated.	  	  
	  
Another	  factor	  that	  appeared	  to	  have	  a	  significant	  influence	  on	  whether	  there	  was	  a	  change	  in	  
teachers’	   beliefs,	   knowledge	   and	   practice	   was	   the	   relationship	   with	   the	   Project	   team.	   	   The	  
relationships	   that	   are	   developed	   are	   as	   significant	   in	   professional	   learning	   as	   they	   are	   in	   all	  
learning	  situations	  (McDonald,	  2010)	  and	  are	  as	  difficult	  to	  quantify.	   	  These	  relationships	  can	  
be	  built	  on	  personal	  attributes	   (including	  orientation	   to	   learning),	  professional	  values	  and/or	  
perceived	   competence.	   	   They	   can	   be	   influenced	  by	   expectations	   of	   the	   participants	   and	   the	  
degree	  to	  which	  these	  expectations	  are	  met.	  	  Konza	  (2012b)	  asserts	  the	  need	  for	  researchers	  
to	   discuss	   realistic	   outcomes	  with	   the	   participants	   so	   they	   don’t	   experience	   disappointment	  
when	  “the	  ‘answer’	  is	  not	  provided	  for	  every	  student”	  (p.	  80).	  	  Similarly,	  teachers	  need	  to	  have	  
realistic	  expectations	  of	  what	  they	  can	  achieve	  as	  part	  of	  the	  professional	  learning.	  	  Teachers	  
who	  saw	  the	  Project	  as	  an	  opportunity	  to	  collaborate	  and	  construct	  knowledge	  were	  satisfied	  
with	  their	   involvement	   in	   the	  project	   (KF5.16,	  5.11,	  6.10,	  7.2,	  7.9).	   	  When	  expectations	  were	  
not	  met	  this	  impacted	  on	  the	  relationship	  between	  the	  teacher	  and	  the	  Project	  team,	  as	  in	  the	  
situation	  where	  one	  of	  the	  teachers	  expected	  the	  Researcher	  to	  come	  in	  regularly	  to	  work	  with	  
the	  focus	  students	  and	  was	  disappointed	  when	  she	  was	  told	  that	  this	  was	  not	  possible.	  	  
In	   the	   initial	   Project	   model,	   information	   provided	   to	   the	   Project	   team	   suggested	   that	   each	  
school	  had	  an	  on-­‐site	  literacy	  mentor	  who	  would	  have	  provided	  more	  one-­‐on-­‐one	  support	   in	  
the	  form	  of	  literacy	  coaching.	  	  Very	  early	  in	  the	  implementation	  of	  the	  Project,	  the	  team	  was	  
made	  aware	  that	  not	  all	  of	  the	  schools	  had	  trained	  literacy	  mentors	  and;	  therefore,	  the	  Project	  
team	  decided	  to	  fulfil	  this	  role	  as	  they	  acknowledged	  the	  importance	  of	  coaches	  in	  providing	  
opportunities	   for	   relationship	   building,	   modelling,	   enactment	   and	   reflection	   (Carlisle	   et	   al.,	  
2011;	  Hathaway,	  2009;	  Neuman	  &	  Cunningham,	  2009).	  	  However,	  when	  the	  number	  of	  schools	  
involved	  in	  the	  Project	  increased	  there	  was	  not	  a	  corresponding	  increase	  in	  the	  Project	  team	  to	  
allow	   for	   individual	   coaching	   of	   all	   teachers	   involved	   in	   the	   Project	   (KFAPP4.1)	   so	   this	   was	  
offered	   as	   an	   ‘on	   request’	   support.	   	   This	   impacted	   on	   the	   Project	   team’s	   ability	   to	   develop	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relationships	   in	   the	   schools	   both	   through	   the	   lack	   of	   contact	   and	   the	   demonstration	   of	  
competence.	  	  	  	  
Evidence	   from	   the	   case	   studies	   suggests	   that	   where	   schools	   valued	   the	   contribution	   of	   the	  
professional	  learning	  they	  requested	  additional	  contact	  with	  the	  Project	  team	  and	  this	  resulted	  
in	  more	  positive	  attitudes	   to	   the	  project:	   for	  example,	  School	  A	  was	  one	  of	   the	   schools	   that	  
asked	   for	   additional	   professional	   learning	   sessions	   and	   both	   teachers,	   Abby	   and	   Alexis,	   had	  
positive	  attitudes	  to	  the	  Project	  and	  were	  open	  to	  the	  suggestions	  and	  support	  offered	  by	  the	  
Project	   team.	   	   The	   impact	   of	   this	   supportive	   environment	   can	   be	   seen	   in	   the	   changes	   of	  
attitude	  and	  classroom	  practice	  of	   the	  teachers	   (KF5.8,	  KF5.9).	   	   In	  contrast,	  both	  Bridget	  and	  
Bella	  reported	  that,	  during	  meetings	  of	  the	  literacy	  group	  at	  school,	  there	  was	  criticism	  of	  the	  
content	  and	  delivery	  of	   the	  Project	  and	   the	   school	  did	  not	   seek	  additional	   support	   from	   the	  
Project	   team.	   	   They	   questioned	   the	   competence	   of	   the	   Project	   team	   after	   a	   teaching	  
demonstration	  by	  one	  of	   the	  team	  that	   they	  perceived	  as	   inappropriate	   for	   the	  year	   level	  of	  
the	  students	  involved	  in	  the	  Project.	  	  These	  teachers	  made	  little	  or	  no	  change	  in	  their	  practice	  
and	   their	   attitude	   to	   instruction	  of	   children	  with	   reading	  difficulties.	   	   If	   participants	   had	   felt	  
comfortable	   or	   confident	   enough	   to	   air	   these	   doubts	   during	   the	   session,	   further	   discussion	  
could	  perhaps	  have	  clarified	  the	  purpose	  of	  the	  demonstration.	  	  
School	  C	  presented	  a	  different	  environment.	  	  The	  school	  was	  supportive	  of	  the	  Project	  and	  its	  
collaborative	  intent	  and	  felt	  they	  had	  much	  to	  offer	  the	  other	  Project	  participants.	  	  One	  of	  the	  
key	   features	   of	   the	   teachers	   in	   School	   C	   was	   confidence	   that	   their	   withdrawal	   program	  
provided	  the	  instruction	  necessary	  to	   improve	  students’	  reading	  skills.	   	  The	  approach	  used	  in	  
this	  program	  was	  aligned	  with	   the	  approaches	  advocated	  by	   the	  Project	   team	  and	   therefore	  
there	  was	  a	  good	  relationship	  between	  this	  school	  and	  the	  Project	  team.	  	  However,	  the	  impact	  
of	  having	  this	  support	  within	  the	  school	  was	  that	  the	  teachers	  did	  not	  modify	  their	  whole-­‐class	  
teaching	  practice	  to	  cater	  for	  the	  needs	  of	  students	  with	  reading	  difficulties.	  	  
Assertion	  8.6	  
Engagement	  with	  professional	  learning	  is	  an	  important	  condition	  for	  changing	  practice	  and	  
relationships	  are	  pivotal	  to	  engagement.	  	  Establishing	  clear	  and	  realistic	  expectation	  
between	  professional	  learning	  facilitators	  and	  the	  participants	  while	  maintaining	  a	  good	  




8.6. Review	  of	  Findings	  
This	  research	  highlighted	  the	  complexity	  associated	  with	  delivering	  professional	   learning	  to	  a	  
group	  of	  teachers	  with	  different	  experiences,	  beliefs,	  orientation	  to	  learning	  and	  motivation	  to	  
learn,	   and	   who	   were	   operating	   in	   different	   teaching	   contexts.	   	   The	   initial	   intention	   of	   the	  
research	  was	   to	   investigate	   how	   individual	   teachers	   engaged	  with	   the	   professional	   learning,	  
but	   changes	   to	   the	   intended	   structure	   of	   the	   professional	   learning	   are	   also	   important	   to	  
consider	   in	  relation	  to	  this.	   	  These	  changes,	  resulting	  from	  personnel	  changes	  and	  inaccurate	  
information	  about	   the	   context	   for	   all	   schools,	  meant	   that	   some	  of	   the	   key	   characteristics	  of	  
effective	   professional	   learning	   were	   not	   fully	   included	   in	   the	   Project.	   	   Restrictions	   on	   the	  
design	  of,	  and	  resources	  for,	  the	  professional	  learning	  had	  implications	  for	  the	  overall	  efficacy	  
of	  the	  professional	  learning	  and	  the	  outcomes	  for	  individual	  teachers.	  	  
Information	  provided	  to	  the	  Project	  team	  in	  the	  development	  stages	  indicated	  the	  presence	  of	  
resources	  within	  the	  schools	  that	  would	  enable	  the	  use	  of	  literacy	  coaching	  as	  a	  component	  of	  
the	  Project.	  	  Feedback	  has	  been	  identified	  as	  being	  important	  in	  changing	  practice	  (J.	  Hattie	  &	  
Timperley,	   2007;	   Timperley,	   2011)	   and	   the	   use	   of	   literacy	   support	   personnel	   in	   schools	  was	  
intended	   as	   a	   way	   of	   providing	   ongoing	   feedback	   to	   teachers	   as	   well	   as	   the	   Project	   team.	  	  
Modification	  to	  the	  professional	  learning	  structure	  was	  required	  when	  it	  became	  evident,	  after	  
the	   commencement	   of	   the	   Project,	   that	   these	   resources	   were	   not	   available	   in	   all	   of	   the	  
schools.	  	  In	  addition,	  key	  personnel	  changes	  within	  the	  Education	  Department	  resulted	  in	  less	  
direct	   support	   from	   the	   Department	   and	   uncertainty	   about	   the	   expectations	   of	   the	   new	  
Department	  contact.	  	  The	  intense	  reactions	  to	  reading	  instruction	  that	  the	  ‘reading	  wars’	  have	  
highlighted	  led	  the	  Project	  team	  to	  be	  perhaps	  overly	  cautious	  about	  drawing	  the	  distinctions	  
between	   the	   different	   approaches	   to	   avoid	   alienating	   the	   participants.	   	   The	   impact	   of	   this	  
tentative	  approach	  can	  be	  seen	  in	  the	  case	  study	  teachers	  who	  incorrectly	  believed	  that	  their	  
approach	  to	  teaching	  was	  the	  same	  as	  that	  being	  advocated	  in	  the	  professional	   learning.	   	  On	  
the	  other	  hand,	  demonstrations	  of	  strategies	  aligned	  with	  a	  synthetic	  phonics	  approach	  were	  
enough	  to	  alienate	  other	  participants	  to	  the	  point	  of	  withdrawing	  from	  the	  project.	  
The	  perceived	  relevance	  of	  the	  professional	  learning	  to	  the	  teachers’	  needs	  also	  impacted	  on	  
individual	  teachers’	  engagement	  with	  the	  professional	  learning	  and	  highlighted	  the	  importance	  
of	   identifying	  the	  individual	  needs	  of	  participants.	   	  Some	  of	  the	  case	  study	  teachers	  reported	  
that	  they	  were	  already	  aware	  of	  the	  information	  being	  presented	  and	  therefore	  felt	  that	  they	  
had	  nothing	  to	  gain	  from	  their	  involvement.	  	  Poor	  NAPLAN	  results	  in	  reading	  were	  the	  reason	  
for	   the	   schools	   being	   selected	   to	   be	   part	   of	   the	   Project,	   but	   teachers	   could	   ascribe	   these	  
results	  to	  factors	  outside	  of	  their	   teaching	  and	  therefore	  the	  relevance	  of	  this	  alone	  was	  not	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enough	  to	  ensure	  their	  engagement.	   	  Teachers’	  knowledge	  of	  reading	  concepts	  was	  assessed	  
at	   the	   start	   of	   the	   Project	   and	   the	   results	   were	   presented	   to	   the	   teachers	   as	   a	   means	   of	  
identifying	  the	  teachers’	  areas	  of	  need	  and	  encourage	  engagement	  (Cunningham	  et	  al.,	  2004),	  
but	   there	   is	  no	  evidence	  to	  support	   that	   this	  approach	  was	  effective.	   	  One	  of	   the	  case	  study	  
teachers	  who	  expressed	  concern	  about	  the	  relevance	  of	  the	  Project	  to	  her	  needs	  also	  scored	  at	  
the	  lower	  end	  of	  the	  scale	  for	  the	  knowledge	  measures.	   	  This	  could	  suggest	  that	  teachers	  do	  
not	   see	   a	   link	   between	   their	   knowledge	   of	   reading	   skills	   and	   their	   ability	   to	   teach	   reading	  
effectively.	  	  	  
Failure	  to	  see	  the	  relevance	  of	  professional	  learning	  can	  also	  be	  linked	  to	  how	  well	  the	  Project	  
identified	   the	   differences	   in	   beliefs	   between	   the	   Project	   team	   and	   the	   participants.	   	   The	  
Project	   team	  believed	   that	   the	   knowledge	  being	  presented	   in	   the	  professional	   development	  
sessions	  was	   also	   relevant	   to	  whole-­‐class	   instruction;	   however,	   teachers	   predominantly	   saw	  
the	  teaching	  of	  children	  with	  reading	  difficulties	  as	  a	  specialist	  role	  and	  did	  not	  make	  the	  link	  
between	  their	  whole-­‐class	  teaching	  of	  reading	  and	  the	  ability	  to	  improve	  the	  reading	  outcomes	  
for	  the	  focus	  children.	   	  The	  most	   likely	  reason	  for	  this	  was	  that	  the	  articulation	  of	  one	  of	  the	  
Project’s	  key	  goals	  was,	  assisting	  teachers	  to	  embed	  explicit	  teaching	  of	  early	  reading	  skills	   in	  
the	   broader	   literacy	   approach	   currently	   used	   in	   schools	   (Appendix	   H).	   	   This	   goal	   positioned	  
explicit	   instruction	   as	   an	   add-­‐on	   to	   the	   more	   constructivist	   approaches	   that	   were	   being	  
employed	  by	  many	  of	  the	  schools	  in	  the	  Project.	  	  This	  is	  a	  legacy	  of	  working	  in	  an	  educational	  
system	   that	   had	   embraced	   the	   predominantly	   constructivist	   whole	   language	   approach	   to	  
reading	  instruction.	  	  Goals	  were	  framed	  in	  this	  way	  because	  the	  research	  team	  were	  cautious	  
about	  alienating	  the	  Project	  participants	  by	  criticising	  the	  approaches	  that	  they	  were	  currently	  
using.	   	  This	  reluctance	  to	  challenge	  existing	  beliefs	  appears	  to	  have	  diluted	  the	  impact	  of	  the	  
professional	  learning.	  	  	  	  
Clearly	  and	  respectfully	  identifying	  how	  a	  teacher’s	  current	  practice	  differs	  from	  the	  research	  
on,	  and	  practice	  of,	  effective	  reading	  instruction	  is	  essential	  in	  supporting	  a	  change	  in	  practice.	  	  
Given	  the	  recent	  directive	  to	  increase	  the	  intensity	  of	  phonics	  instruction	  from	  the	  Department	  
of	   Education	   (2013),	   it	   is	   necessary	   that	   any	   professional	   learning	   on	   reading	   instruction	  
ensures	   that	   teachers’	   knowledge	   and	   beliefs	   about	   what	   constitutes	   intense	   phonics	  
instruction	  is	  consistent	  with	  the	  research.	  	  It	  was	  evident	  in	  this	  research	  that	  when	  teachers	  
interpret	   information	   differently	   from	   those	   delivering	   the	   information	   they	   are	   likely	   to	  
implement	   recommendation	   incorrectly	   or	   incompletely.	   	   This	   research	   highlighted	   the	  
importance	  of	  examining	   teachers’	   knowledge	  and	  beliefs	   to	  ensure	   that	   there	   is	  a	   common	  
understanding	   of	   key	   concepts	   in	   effective	   reading	   instruction.	   	   Providing	   additional	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professional	  development	  sessions	  would	  be	  beneficial	  for	  those	  teachers	  who	  require	  support	  
to	   develop	   the	   necessary	   PCK	   to	   implement	   and	   evaluate	   the	   approaches	   advocated	   by	   the	  
Project.	  
Clearly	   articulating	   theoretical	   perspectives	   is	   also	   essential	   in	   order	   to	   address	   any	  
incongruities	  that	  exist	  between	  these	  perspectives.	  Teachers’	  existing	  beliefs	  can	  be	  changed	  
if	  they	  are	  assisted	  to	  interrogate	  the	  efficacy	  of	  their	  current	  practice	  but,	  even	  then,	  changes	  
in	  beliefs	  about	  teaching	  reading	  in	  one	  context	  may	  not	  be	  generalised	  to	  teaching	  reading	  in	  
other	  settings.	  	  Time	  is	  also	  important	  in	  facilitating	  changes	  in	  beliefs,	  as	  teachers	  need	  to	  trial	  
new	   approaches	   and	   see	   the	   impact	   of	   their	   teaching	   on	   student	   outcomes.	   	   Time	   is	   also	  
required	  for	  teachers	  to	  reflect	  on	  practice,	  which	  is	  important	  in	  changing	  beliefs,	  but	  Moon	  
(2008)	   notes	   that	   reflection	   is	   a	   complex	   process.	   	   There	   were	   no	   specific	   processes	   for	  
reflection	  outlined	  within	  the	  Project	  and	  it	  could	  be	  argued	  that	  teachers	  were	  not	  provided	  
with	  support	  to	  ensure	  they	  were	  able	  to	  reflect	  on	  their	  practice	  and	  the	  impact	  of	  practice	  on	  
student	  outcomes.	  	  	  
Student	  performance	  data	  can	  be	  used	   to	  demonstrate	   the	  efficacy	  of	   the	  approaches	  being	  
trialled,	  thereby	  potentially	  changing	  beliefs	  and	  practice,	  but	  this	  information	  also	  needs	  to	  be	  
provided	  in	  a	  timely	  manner.	  	  The	  first	  round	  of	  data	  collection	  was	  completed	  in	  March,	  but	  
the	  subsequent	  data	  collection	  only	  occurred	  in	  September	  and	  signalled	  for	  some	  participants	  
the	  end	  of	  the	  Project.	  	  Additional	  collection	  of	  data	  in	  July,	  four	  months	  after	  the	  initial	  data,	  
would	  have	  provided	  an	  opportunity	  to	  examine	  student	  progress	  and	  discuss	  how	  this	  might	  
be	  explained	  by	  classroom	  practice.	   	   In	  addition,	   it	  would	  provide	  an	   incentive	  to	   implement	  
changes	   in	   practice	   sooner	   than	   might	   otherwise	   have	   been	   achieved.	   	   A	   final	   assessment	  
could	   be	   conducted	   in	   November,	   which	   would	   also	   be	   more	   consistent	   with	   the	   action	  
learning	  cycle	  recommended	  for	  professional	  learning	  (Timperley,	  2011).	  	  In	  presenting	  data	  it	  
is	  important	  not	  to	  assume	  teachers	  have	  the	  PCK	  to	  understand	  what	  the	  data	  represent	  and	  
how	   this	   knowledge	   can	   be	   applied	   to	   classroom	   practice.	   	   One	   of	   the	   case	   study	   teachers	  
criticised	  how	  the	  data	  were	  presented	  and	  some	  participants	  asked	  the	  Project	  team	  to	  run	  
sessions	   at	   their	   schools	   to	   explain	   the	   data.	   	   This	   suggested	   that	   some	   teachers	   required	  
further	  assistance	  to	  understand	  what	  the	  data	  represented.	  	  	  
The	   development	   of	   PCK	   was	   seen	   as	   an	   important	   outcome	   of	   the	   Project	   but	   the	  
multifaceted	  nature	  of	  this	  construct	  proved	  difficult	  to	  measure.	  	  Changes	  in	  practice	  are	  seen	  
as	  an	   indicator	  of	  developing	  PCK	  but	   these	  can	  emerge	  slowly,	  and	  observations	  of	   teacher	  
practice	  only	  highlight	  one,	  among	  a	  possible	  many,	  ‘teaching	  scripts’	  in	  their	  repertoire	  that	  a	  
teacher	  has	  selected	  to	  use	  at	  that	  time.	  	  There	  was	  evidence	  to	  suggest	  changes	  in	  PCK	  for	  the	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case	   study	   teachers	   who	   utilised	   the	   support	   offered	   by	   the	   Project	   team.	   	   The	   difference	  
between	  these	  teachers	  and	  the	  other	  case	  study	  teachers	  was	  also	  the	  value	  they	  placed	  on	  
the	   knowledge	   offered	   by	   the	   Project	   team.	   	  Where	   the	   case	   study	   teachers	   believed	   their	  
current	  practice	  was	  effective	  and	   therefore	   the	  Project	   team	  had	   little	   to	  offer	   them,	   there	  
was	  little	  or	  no	  indication	  of	  changes	  to	  PCK.	  	  	  
A	  positive	  working	  relationship	  between	  the	  Project	  team	  and	  the	  participants	  was	  also	  seen	  
to	  be	  important	  in	  ensuring	  teachers	  engaged	  with	  the	  professional	  learning.	  	  Those	  case	  study	  
teachers	  who	  developed	  a	  strong	  relationship	  with	  the	  Researcher	  as	  part	  of	  the	  Project	  team	  
were	   more	   engaged	   with	   the	   Project,	   and	   more	   willing	   to	   seek	   assistance	   and	   trial	   the	  
recommended	   approaches.	   	   A	   component	   of	   this	   relationship	   is	   also	   an	   appreciation	   of	   the	  
significance	  of	  data	   to	   the	   research	   team	  and,	   therefore,	   a	  willingness	   to	   complete	   the	  data	  
required	  to	  evaluate	  the	  efficacy	  of	  the	  professional	  learning.	  	  The	  relationship	  with	  the	  school	  
also	   appeared	   to	   be	   influential	   in	   how	   teachers	   engaged	   with	   the	   professional	   learning.	  	  
Teachers	  identified	  the	  incentive	  of	  reduced	  teaching	  loads	  and	  acknowledgement	  within	  the	  
performance	   management	   process	   as	   encouragement	   to	   become	   involved	   in	   the	   research	  
initially.	  	  Ongoing	  engagement	  was	  influenced	  by	  whether	  the	  beliefs	  of	  the	  school	  community	  
about	  teaching	  reading	  were	  consistent	  with	  those	  being	  advocated	  by	  the	  Project.	  	  	  
Perceived	   relevance	   is	   also	   a	   factor	   in	   how	   well	   teachers	   engaged	   with	   the	   professional	  
learning,	   and	   can	   be	   facilitated	   by	   differentiating	   the	   professional	   learning	   according	   to	   the	  
needs	   of	   the	   teachers.	   	   Data	   such	   as	   those	   collected	   by	   the	   Project	   team	   on	   teachers’	  
knowledge,	   skills,	   and	   beliefs	   could	   be	   supplemented	   with	   self-­‐reported	   difficulties,	  
observations	   of	   the	   classroom	   approaches	   being	   implemented	   and,	   student	   progress.	   	   As	  
Tomlinson	   (1999)	   identified,	   differentiation	   can	   take	   place	   on	   a	   number	   of	   levels,	   including	  
content	  and	  process,	  and	  coaching	  provides	  the	  opportunity	  to	  identify	  where	  differentiation	  
needs	   to	   occur.	   	   In	   the	   context	   of	   professional	   learning	   this	   could	  mean	   additional	   content	  
sessions	   for	   those	   teachers	   requiring	   support	   in	   skills	   and/or	   knowledge	   development	   or	  
individual	  support	  based	  on	  observations	  of	  classroom	  practice	  and	  teacher	  reflection.	  	  
Despite	   some	   of	   the	   limitations	   of	   the	   Project,	   when	   compared	   across	   subjects	   (Table	   8.1),	  
there	  were	  benefits	  gained	  from	  being	  involved	  in	  the	  Project	  for	  all	  the	  case	  study	  teachers.	  	  
Self-­‐efficacy	   for	   teaching	   reading	   improved	   for	   all	   and	   self-­‐efficacy	   for	   literacy	   instruction	  
improved	  for	  most.	   	  Despite	  the	  conditions	  under	  which	  the	  post-­‐Project	  assessment	  of	  skills	  
was	  conducted,	  all	  but	  one	  of	   the	  case	   study	   teachers	   improved	  on	   their	  pre-­‐Project	   scores.	  	  
Bella	  provided	  an	  interesting	  comparison	  because	  she	  reported	  a	  high	  level	  of	  self-­‐efficacy,	  but	  
scored	   lower	   on	   her	   knowledge	   and	   skills	   than	   the	   other	   case	   study	   teachers.	   	   Despite	   her	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awareness	   of	   her	   students’	   reading	   difficulties	   and	   her	   performance	   on	   the	   knowledge	   and	  
skills	   test,	   Bella	   still	   did	   not	   believe	   the	   Project	   was	   relevant	   to	   her	   needs.	   	   However,	   her	  
students	  appear	   to	  have	  benefited	   from	  her	   involvement	   in	   the	  Project	  even	   if	   it	  was	  simply	  
from	  her	  identification	  of	  their	  difficulties	  to	  the	  parents.	  	  	  
As	   Abby	   and	   Alexis	   were	   observed	   to	   change	   their	   classroom	   practice	   as	   a	   result	   of	   their	  
involvement	   in	   the	   Project	   and	   there	  was	   a	   large	   effect	   size	   for	   improvements	   in	   students’	  
results,	   it	   is	  worth	   considering	  how	   their	   context	   varied	   from	   the	  other	   case	   study	   teachers’	  
schools.	   	  Abby	  and	  Alexis	  were	   the	  only	   teachers	  working	   in	  open	  plan	   classrooms	  and	   they	  
made	   use	   of	   this	   situation	   to	   collaborate	   on	   planning	   and	   teaching.	   	   This	   also	   provided	   the	  
opportunity	   to	   reflect	  on	   their	  own	  and	  each	  other’s	  practice.	   	  A	   shared	  working	   space	  also	  
enabled	  them	  to	  share	  the	  planning	  load	  and	  provided	  more	  flexibility	  in	  grouping	  students	  to	  
assist	  with	  the	  differentiation	  of	  instruction.	  	  During	  reading	  instruction,	  this	  generally	  resulted	  
in	  three	  groups	  of	  students,	  the	  larger	  more	  able	  group,	  another	  group	  of	  around	  10	  students	  
who	  were	   less	   able	   and	   a	   small	   group	  of	   students	   identified	   as	   having	   significant	   difficulties	  
with	  reading.	   	  As	   the	  planning	   for	  all	  groups	  was	  undertaken	  together,	  both	  Abby	  and	  Alexis	  
considered	  the	   information	  presented	  as	  part	  of	   the	  Project	  and	  applied	  this	   to	  all	  groups	  of	  
students	  when	  they	  determined	  it	  was	  relevant.	  
8.7. Reconceptualising	  the	  Conceptual	  Framework	  
The	   initial	   conceptual	   framework	   for	   this	   research	   highlighted	   the	   interplay	   between	   the	  
structural	   and	   human	   components	   of	   professional	   learning.	   	   In	   this	   model,	   professional	  
learning	   was	   posited	   to	   be	   influenced	   by,	   and	   to	   influence,	   teachers’	   pedagogical	   content	  
knowledge	  and	  teachers’	  beliefs	  about	  how	  children	  learn.	  	  As	  a	  consequence,	  teachers	  would	  
undertake	   certain	   classroom	   practices	   that	   would	   influence	   children’s	   reading	   performance.	  
Subsequently,	  evidence	  of	  children’s	  reading	  performance	  would	  then	  influence	  the	  teacher’s	  
PCK	  and	  beliefs	  (Figure	  2.6).	  	  	  
The	   research	   has	   supported	   these	   factors,	   but	   has	   also	   highlighted	   the	   significance	   of	   the	  
context	  in	  influencing	  teachers’	  beliefs	  and	  PCK.	  	  The	  revised	  conceptual	  model	  maintains	  the	  
importance	  of	   the	   social	   constructivist	   epistemology	  but	   also	   acknowledges	   the	   influence	  of	  
socio-­‐cultural	   elements.	   	   In	   particular,	   the	   historicity	   of	   the	   state	   and	   school	   context,	  which	  
includes	   the	  prevailing	  philosophy	  of	  how	  children	   learn,	  policy	  on	  educational	  practices	  and	  
existing	  school-­‐based	  support	  mechanisms	  for	  children	  with	  reading	  difficulties	  influenced	  the	  
project	   outcomes.	   	   Cross	   (2010)	   discusses	   the	  mediating	   influences	  of	   culturally	   constructed	  
beliefs	   and	   in	  doing	   so	  highlights	   the	  necessity	  of	   considering	   the	  origins	  of	   a	   phenomenon.	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Teachers	   in	   this	   research	   responded	   differently	   to	   the	   professional	   learning	   on	   the	   basis	   of	  
their	  beliefs,	  developed	   in	  a	  specific	  socio-­‐cultural	  context,	  about	  how	  children	   learn	  to	  read	  
and	  in	  what	  context	  this	  learning	  should	  take	  place.	  	  
The	   revised	   conceptual	   framework	   also	   acknowledges	   that	   enactment	   and	   reflection	   can	  
influence	  beliefs	   (Clarke	  &	  Hollingsworth,	  2002;	  Guskey,	  1988)	  with	  classroom	  practice	  being	  
linked	  in	  a	  reciprocal	  relationship	  with	  beliefs.	   	  Evidence	  of	  children’s	  reading	  performance	  is	  
also	   identified	   as	   having	   the	   potential	   to	   influence	   classroom	   practice	   with	   teachers	  
responding	  to	  information	  on	  children’s	  performance;	  however,	  this	   is	  mediated	  by	  teachers’	  
PCK	   and	   beliefs.	   	   Pedagogical	   Content	   Knowledge	   on	   how	   to	   interpret	   and	   act	   on	   results	   is	  
required	   for	  a	  change	   in	  practice	  to	  occur;	   therefore,	  when	  teachers	  requested	  assistance	  to	  
understand	   the	   assessment	   data	   it	   indicated	   an	   area	   of	   PCK	   that	   required	   further	  
development.	  	  When	  teachers	  received	  information	  on	  how	  to	  interpret	  results	  they	  were	  able	  
to	   use	   this	   information	   to	   change	   their	   classroom	   practice,	   which	   implies	   a	   change	   in	   PCK.	  	  
Indicators	   that	   evidence	   of	   children’s	   reading	   performance	   was	   also	   mediated	   by	   teacher	  
beliefs	  were	  apparent	  in	  the	  way	  that	  teachers	  chose	  to	  use	  this	  information.	  	  	  
These	   interactions	   also	   highlight	   the	   importance	   of	   considering	   individual	   teacher	  
characteristics	  and	  the	  need	  to	  differentiate	  the	  professional	  learning	  for	  teachers	  in	  the	  same	  
way	  that	  we	  acknowledge	  the	  need	  to	  differentiate	  instruction	  for	  children	  (Tomlinson,	  1999,	  
2003).	   	   The	   Researcher	   envisages	   that	   providing	   teachers	   with	   feedback	   specific	   to	   their	  
individual	   needs	  will	   support	   effective	   enactment	   and	   reflection	   leading	   to	   better	   outcomes	  
from	   professional	   learning.	   	   Therefore,	   the	   arrows	   between	   the	   teacher,	   their	   PCK,	   beliefs,	  
evidence	  of	  children’s	  reading	  performance	  and	  the	  professional	  development	  (Figure	  8.1)	  not	  
only	  represent	  the	  process	  of	  teachers’	  enactment	  and	  reflection,	  but	  also	  highlight	  positions	  
in	   the	   professional	   learning	  where	   individualised	   feedback	   can	   assist	   teachers	   in	   the	   change	  




Figure	  8.1.	  Revised	  conceptual	  framework	  
	  
8.8. Chapter	  Summary	  
The	   triangulation	   of	   data	   from	   surveys,	   observations,	   interviews	   and	   document	   analysis	   has	  
provided	  information	  on	  how	  teachers	  constructed	  their	  teaching	  practice	   in	  response	  to	  the	  
characteristics	   of	   a	   professional	   learning	   experience.	   	   This	   has	   led	   the	   Researcher	   to	  
reconceptualise	  the	  significance	  of	  certain	  elements	  in	  this	  process.	  	  In	  particular,	  it	  highlights	  
the	   importance	  of	  professional	   learning	   facilitators	  ensuring	   that	   they	  are	  both	  cognisant	  of,	  
and	  willing	   to,	   address	   individual	   differences	   in	   teachers’	   needs,	   and	   the	   contextual	   factors	  
that	   influence	   teachers’	   beliefs	   and	   practice.	   	   Further,	   the	   ability	   to	   respond	   to	   changes	   in	  
circumstances	  to	  enhance	  the	  fidelity	  of	  implementation	  is	  an	  important	  attribute	  in	  delivering	  
professional	   learning.	   	   In	   addition,	   opportunities	   to	   reflect	   on	   beliefs	   and	   practice	   in	   the	  
context	  of	  the	  professional	  development	  and	  evidence	  of	  children’s	  reading	  performance	  need	  





CHAPTER	  9: CONCLUSION	  
	  
	   	  
In	  concluding	  this	  thesis,	  an	  overview	  of	  the	  research	  is	  provided,	  including	  the	  significance	  of	  
research	   into	   supporting	   teachers	   to	   implement	   research-­‐based	   reading	   instruction.	   	   Key	  
findings	   from	   the	   research	   are	   discussed	   as	   well	   as	   the	   limitations	   of	   this	   research	   and	  
implications	  for	  practice	  and	  future	  research.	  	  
9.1. Research	  Overview	  
The	   impetus	   for	   this	   study	   was	   research	   highlighting	   the	   impact	   of	   poor	   reading	   skills	   on	  
children’s	   life	   outcomes	   (Lyon,	   2002;	   Stanovich,	   1986)	   and	   the	   need	   for	   early	   intervention	  
(Coyne	  et	  al.,	  2004;	  Juel,	  1988;	  Torgesen,	  2000)	  to	  overcome	  these	  difficulties	  before	  patterns	  
of	  failure	  are	  established.	  	  Of	  particular	  concern	  is	  the	  continuing	  dissention	  over	  how	  to	  teach	  
reading	  (Buckingham	  et	  al.,	  2013;	  Goodman,	  1989;	  Hempenstall,	  2005)	  and	  the	  adherence	  to	  
approaches	   that	   have	   been	   shown	   to	   be	   ineffective	   (Coltheart	   &	   Prior,	   2007),	   particularly	  
when	  we	  consider	  Australia’s	  poor	  performance	  and	  continuing	  decline	   in	   reading	   scores	  on	  
international	  literacy	  assessments	  (OECD,	  2009,	  2012)	  	  
Research	  has	  consistently	   identified	   the	  need	  to	   teach	  phonics	  as	  an	   integral	  part	  of	   reading	  
instruction,	   rather	   than	   an	   add-­‐on	   (Adams,	   1990;	   Juel,	   1988;	   Konza,	   2010b),	   with	   programs	  
using	   a	   synthetic	   phonics	   approach	   being	   shown	   to	   be	   the	   most	   effective	   (Engelmann	   &	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Carnine,	  1991;	  R.	  S.	  Johnston	  &	  Watson,	  2005;	  L.	  C.	  Moats,	  2000).	  	  Despite	  the	  research,	  there	  
is	  ongoing	  resistance	  to	  this	  approach	  within	  some	  sectors,	  leading	  Buckingham,	  Wheldall	  and	  
Beaman-­‐Wheldall	   (2013)	   to	   suggest	   that	   in	   Australia	   “There	   appears	   to	   be	   an	   ideological	  
hegemony	  among	  university	  education	  faculties	  and	  state	  education	  departments	  that	  actively	  
or	  passively	  works	  against	  implementing	  effective	  evidence	  based	  reading	  instruction”	  (p.	  25).	  	  
Professional	  learning	  is	  advocated	  as	  an	  effective	  way	  of	  changing	  teacher	  practice	  (Ingvarson	  
et	   al.,	   2005)	  with	   the	   intention	   of	   improving	   student	   outcomes	   (Lyons	  &	   Pinnell,	   2001)	   and	  
there	   has	   been	   considerable	   research	   into	   what	   constitutes	   effective	   professional	   learning	  
(Fullan	  et	  al.,	  2006;	  Hackling	  et	  al.,	  2007;	  Timperley,	  2011).	  	  Professional	  learning	  differs	  from	  
the	  more	   traditional	   forms	  of	   professional	   development	   in	   the	   amount	   of	   time	   spent	   in	   the	  
process	  of	   learning.	   	   In	   traditional	  professional	  development	   the	  participant	  spends	  anything	  
from	  one	  hour	  to	  several	  days	  receiving	  information	  that	  is	  intended	  to	  improve	  their	  ability	  to	  
teach.	   	   In	   professional	   learning,	   the	   process	   is	   more	   aligned	   with	   action	   research	   in	   that	  
professional	   development	   is	   integrated	   with	   opportunities	   to	   practise,	   receive	   feedback,	  
reflect	  and	  further	  refine	  practice.	  	  	  
The	  lack	  of	  quantitative	  research	  into	  reading	  interventions	  is	  often	  lamented	  (Buckingham	  et	  
al.,	   2013),	   but	   research	   in	   schools	   is	   a	   complicated	   process,	   particularly	   controlling	   for	   the	  
numerous	  variables	  that	  can	  impact	  on	  outcomes.	  	  It	  could	  equally	  be	  argued	  that	  isolating	  the	  
research	   from	   these	   variables	   would	   not	   give	   researchers	   a	   true	   insight	   into	   how	   the	  
interventions	  will	  actually	  be	   implemented	  across	  different	  settings.	   	   In	  order	   to	  address	   the	  
limitations	   of	   research	   that	   relies	   on	   either	   quantitative	   or	   qualitative	   measures,	   this	  
Researcher	  elected	  to	  use	  a	  mixed	  method	  case	  study.	  	  This	  methodological	  approach	  enabled	  
the	  researcher	  to	  identify	  the	  factors	  that	  facilitated	  or	  impeded	  the	  development	  of	  increased	  
teacher	  knowledge,	  alignment	  of	  teachers’	  beliefs	  about	  reading	  instruction	  with	  the	  research,	  
and	   teachers’	   adoption	   of	   researched-­‐based	   approaches	   to	   reading	   instruction	   in	   their	  
classrooms.	  	  Information	  from	  various	  surveys	  was	  gathered	  from	  all	  of	  the	  teachers	  involved	  
in	   the	  Project	   to	  establish	  an	  overall	   context	   for	   the	  case	  studies.	   	  Case	  study	   teachers	  were	  
recruited	  from	  the	  participants	  of	  the	  Project	  and	  six	  teachers	  from	  three	  schools	  volunteered	  
to	   participate;	   two	   case	   study	   teachers	   in	   each	   school.	   	   The	   case	   studies	   provided	   the	  
opportunity	   to	  explore	   the	   teachers’	   survey	   responses	   and	   student	  outcomes	   in	   conjunction	  
with	  classroom	  observation,	  interviews,	  and	  document	  analysis.	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9.2. Summary	  of	  Answers	  to	  Research	  Questions	  
This	  research	  determined	  how	  participation	  in	  a	  professional	  learning	  intervention	  on	  effective	  
reading	  instruction	  impacted	  on	  teachers'	  beliefs,	  reading	  pedagogical	  content	  knowledge,	  and	  
classroom	  practice	  and,	   in	  the	  process,	   identified	  conditions	  that	   impacted	  on	  the	  success	  of	  
this	  process.	  	  	  
Research	  question	  1:	  How	  did	  the	  Project	  impact	  on	  teachers’	  beliefs	  about	  reading	  teaching	  
and	  learning?	  	  
The	  instruments	  used	  to	  measure	  beliefs	  did	  not	  indicate	  any	  significant	  changes	  to	  teachers’	  
beliefs	  about	  how	  to	  teach	  reading.	  	  However,	  observations	  did	  identify	  practices	  indicative	  of	  
changes	  in	  beliefs	  about	  how	  to	  teach	  reading.	   	  This	  suggests	  that	  the	  survey	  measures	  were	  
not	   suitably	   sensitive	   to	  measure	   the	  changes	   in	  beliefs	   that	  were	  occurring.	   	   It	  was	  evident	  
that	   entrenched	   teacher	  beliefs	   have	   a	   significant	   impact	  on	   actions	   and,	   in	   the	   case	  of	   this	  
professional	  learning,	  when	  they	  are	  not	  explicitly	  addressed	  there	  is	  unlikely	  to	  be	  substantial	  
change	  to	  existing	  beliefs	  (Assertion	  8.1).	  	  	  
Research	  question	  2:	  How	  did	  the	  Project	   impact	  on	  teachers’	   reading	  pedagogical	  content	  
knowledge?	  	  
There	   are	   indicators	   for	   some	   teachers	   that	   PCK	   changed	   as	   a	   consequence	   of	   their	  
involvement	   in	   the	   Project,	   but	   this	   was	   not	   consistent	   for	   all	   teachers.	   	   Beliefs	   have	   a	  
considerable	  influence	  on	  pedagogical	  content	  knowledge	  as	  they	  determine	  the	  way	  teachers	  
interpret	  the	  curriculum,	  the	  type	  of	  knowledge	  they	  privilege	  and	  the	  way	  they	  perceive	  the	  
children	  they	  teach.	  	  As	  such,	  it	  would	  be	  reasonable	  to	  expect	  that	  a	  failure	  to	  change	  beliefs	  
would	   result	   in	   PCK	   remaining	   the	   same;	   however,	   when	   teachers	   were	   engaged	   with	   the	  
Project,	  enacting	  the	  recommendations,	  it	  was	  evident	  that	  changes	  in	  PCK	  had	  occurred.	  	  This	  
further	   highlights	   the	   limitations	   of	   purely	   quantitative	  measures	   of	   determining	   beliefs	   and	  
the	  role	  of	  enactment	  in	  changing	  practice	  (Assertion	  8.2).	  	  	  
Research	  question	  3:	  How	  did	  students’	  reading	  performance	  influence	  teachers’	  classroom	  
practice	  and	  beliefs	  about	  reading	  teaching	  and	  learning?	  
Providing	   teachers	  with	  data	  on	  student	  outcomes	  resulting	   from	  changes	   in	  practice	  can	  be	  
one	   way	   of	   influencing	   beliefs,	   but	   teachers	   generally	   did	   not	   perceive	   there	   to	   be	  
improvements	  in	  reading	  skills	  for	  target	  students	  or	  did	  not	  link	  improvement	  to	  the	  Project.	  	  
Consequently,	  the	  data	  on	  student	  performance	  did	  not	  appear	  to	  impact	  on	  teachers’	  beliefs	  
or	  practice	  for	  reading	  teaching	  and	  learning	  in	  the	  Project.	  	  In	  order	  for	  student	  performance	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to	   influence	   practice,	   the	   presentation	   of	   data	   in	   this	   professional	   learning	   needed	   to	   be	  
provided	  in	  a	  timelier	  manner	  with	  support	  for	  those	  teachers	  who	  lacked	  the	  PCK	  to	  interpret	  
the	  data.	   	  Support	  was	  also	  required	  for	  teachers	  to	   identify	  the	   links	  between	  the	  students’	  
performance	  and	  their	  classroom	  practice	  (Assertion	  8.3).	  
Research	   question	   4:	   How	   did	   involvement	   in	   the	   Project	   impact	   on	   teachers’	   classroom	  
reading	   practices	  within	   a	  whole-­‐class	   context,	   and	  with	   the	   children	   identified	   as	   having	  
reading	  difficulties?	  	  
Changes	   in	   teaching	   practice	   for	   both	   whole-­‐class	   teaching	   of	   reading	   and	   small	   group	  
instruction	  were	  observed	   in	   two	  of	   the	   case	   study	   teachers.	   	  Where	   there	  were	   changes	   in	  
classroom	  practice	   for	   the	   other	   teachers	   it	  was	   only	   for	   the	   target	   students	   rather	   than	   in	  
terms	   of	   whole-­‐class	   instruction.	   	   Teachers	   who	   did	   not	   change	   their	   whole-­‐class	   teaching	  
practice	  maintained	  the	  belief	  that	  teaching	  children	  with	  reading	  difficulties	  is	  different	  from	  
teaching	   reading	   in	   a	   whole-­‐class	   setting	   and,	   therefore,	   is	   best	   supported	   in	   withdrawal	  
programs	  (Assertion	  8.4).	  	  	  
Research	  question	  5:	  What	   factors	   facilitated	  or	   inhibited	   changes	   in	   the	   teacher’s	   beliefs,	  
knowledge	  and	  practice?	  
This	   research	   identified	   that	   an	   overarching	   condition	   necessary	   for	   the	   transformation	   of	  
teachers’	   beliefs,	   knowledge	   and	   practice	   is	   support	   from	   the	   school	   and	  wider	   educational	  
community	  for	  the	  changes	  advocated	  by	  the	  professional	  learning.	  	  Other	  conditions	  include	  
differentiating	   the	   professional	   learning	   based	   on	   teachers’	   needs	   and	   concerns	   to	   ensure	  
relevance;	  providing	  incentives	  relevant	  to	  teachers’	  needs;	  and	  time	  to	  enact	  new	  approaches	  
and	  reflect	  on	  the	  outcomes	  as	  part	  of	  a	  teaching	  and	  learning	  cycle	  (Assertion	  8.5).	  	  Relevance	  
can	   be	   achieved	   by	   identifying	   the	   teachers’	   stage	   of	   professional	   growth	   as	   well	   as	   the	  
contextual	   factors	   that	   influence	   teaching	   practice.	   	   Opportunities	   to	   enact	   new	   knowledge	  
and	   reflect	   on	   outcomes	   are	   important	   to	   support	   teachers’	   engagement	   with	   professional	  
learning.	   	   The	   incentives	   that	   motivate	   engagement	   can	   also	   differ	   for	   participants	   and	  
therefore	  need	  to	  be	  differentiated.	   	  A	  positive	  working	  relationship	  between	  the	  facilitators	  
and	  recipients	  of	  professional	  learning	  is	  also	  important	  in	  ensuring	  teacher	  engagement	  with	  
the	   professional	   learning	   (Assertion	   8.6).	   	   In	   this	   context,	   prevailing	   beliefs	   about	   reading	  
teaching	   and	   learning	   were	   also	   significant	   to	   the	   way	   that	   teachers	   engaged	   with	   the	  
professional	   learning.	   	   Developing	   a	   positive	   working	   relationship	   includes	   establishing	   a	  
common	   understanding	   of	   the	   objectives	   and	   realistic	   goals	   for	   the	   professional	   learning	  
(Assertion	  8.6).	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9.3. Contribution	  to	  Knowledge	  
This	  research	  revealed	  that	  there	  are	  numerous	  factors	  that	  interact	  to	  influence	  how	  and	  to	  
what	   extent	   a	   teacher	   will	   engage	   with	   professional	   learning.	   	   As	   illustrated	   by	   the	   revised	  
conceptual	   framework	   (Figure	  8.1),	   there	   is	   interplay	  between	  the	  professional	  development	  
sessions,	  beliefs,	  pedagogical	  content	  knowledge	  and	  evidence	  of	  children’s	  performance.	  	  At	  
the	  centre	  of	  this	  process	  is	  the	  teacher	  and	  his	  or	  her	  classroom	  practice,	  which	  is	  influenced	  
by	  all	  of	  these	  factors	  but	  which	  also	  exerts	  an	  influence	  through	  the	  process	  of	  enactment	  and	  
reflection.	   	   Awareness	   of	   the	   influence	   of	   these	   factors	   will	   enable	   the	   conveners	   of	  
professional	   learning	   to	   identify	   potential	   supports	   and	   impediments	   to	   their	   objectives	   and	  
assist	  with	  the	  development	  of	  effective	  professional	  learning.	  	  
The	  complexities	  of	   conducting	  professional	   learning	  around	   reading	   instruction	   for	   teachers	  
within	   an	   educational	   system	   that	   had	   a	   history	   of	   commitment	   to	   whole	   language	  
constructivist	   pedagogy	   were	   also	   revealed.	   	   Although	   the	   educational	   system	   has	   moved	  
towards	   a	  more	   explicit	   approach,	  many	   teachers	   developed	   their	   entrenched	   beliefs	   about	  
reading	  teaching	  and	  learning	  based	  on	  the	  earlier	  model.	   	  Being	  cognisant	  of	  existing	  beliefs	  
and	   confident	   to	   challenge	   these	   beliefs	   if	   they	   lead	   to	   ineffective	   practice	   is	   necessary	   to	  
achieve	  the	  intended	  outcomes	  of	  the	  professional	  learning.	  
The	   importance	   of	   individualising	   professional	   learning	   on	   the	   basis	   of	   teachers’	   level	   of	  
professional	   growth	   and	   needs	   was	   also	   highlighted	   in	   this	   research,	   and	   supports	   earlier	  
literature	  on	  professional	   learning	   that	   also	  urges	   individualisation	   (Cunningham,	  Zibulsky,	  &	  
Callahan,	  2009;	  Hall	  &	  Loucks,	  1978).	   	  The	  teachers’	  responses	  to	  the	  professional	   learning	  in	  
this	   research	   were	   mediated	   by	   their	   individual	   beliefs	   and	   knowledge	   and	   the	   context	   in	  
which	  they	  taught.	   	  Consistent	  with	  previous	  research	  on	  the	   impact	  of	  coaching	  (Hathaway,	  
2009;	   Kise,	   2006;	   Neuman	   &	   Cunningham,	   2009)	   there	   were	   indications,	   in	   the	   situations	  
where	   a	   member	   of	   the	   Project	   team	   was	   invited	   to	   support	   teachers,	   that	   one	   to	   one	  
coaching	  could	  provide	  the	  opportunity	  to	  differentiate	  the	  professional	  learning	  on	  the	  basis	  
of	  teachers’	  needs.	  	  In	  these	  situations,	  the	  Project	  team	  member	  was	  able	  to	  assist	  teachers	  
to	  understand	  and	  contextualise	  the	  information	  from	  the	  Project.	  
The	   rate	   at	   which	   teachers’	   changed	   their	   practice	   highlights	   the	   necessity	   of	   providing	  
sufficient	   time	   for	   enactment	   of	   the	   recommendations	   in	   the	   professional	   learning	   and,	  
subsequently,	  scaffolding	  for	  reflection.	  	  The	  six	  months	  for	  enactment	  and	  reflection	  was	  not	  
sufficient	  for	  all	  teachers	  to	  fully	  engage	  with	  the	  professional	  learning.	  	  Time	  was	  also	  a	  factor	  
in	   teachers’	   interpretation	   of	   the	   impact	   of	   their	   teaching	   on	   student	   outcomes.	   	   Some	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teachers	   lacked	   the	   necessary	   skills	   to	   interpret	   performance	   data	   and	   required	   additional	  
support	   to	   understand	   and	   reflect	   on	   the	   implications	   of	   this	   data.	   	   This	   research	   also	  
highlighted	   that	   change	   can	   continue	   to	  occur	   after	   the	  professional	   learning	  has	   concluded	  
and	  this	  indicates	  the	  need	  to	  provide	  teachers	  with	  a	  framework	  that	  they	  can	  use	  to	  reflect	  
on	  their	  practice	  beyond	  their	  involvement	  in	  the	  professional	  learning.	  	  	  
9.4. Limitations	  
A	   number	   of	   limitations	   should	   to	   be	   outlined	   in	   relation	   to	   this	   research,	   including	   how	  
representative	   the	  case	   studies	  are	  of	   teachers	  generally,	   the	   types	  of	  assessment	  measures	  
used,	  the	  data	  collected	  and	  the	  reliability	  of	  the	  responses	  provided	  by	  participants.	  	  
The	   advantages	   of	   case	   studies	   are	   also	   their	   limitations:	   that	   is,	   they	   provide	   rich	   data	   on	  
specific	   phenomenon	   in	   specific	   contexts	   (Lincoln	   &	   Guba,	   2002;	   Yin,	   2009).	   	   This	   research	  
involved	   six	   teachers,	   all	   female,	   in	   three	   schools	   within	   an	   Australian	   capital	   city.	   	   While	  
primary	   school	   teaching	   is	   predominantly	   a	   female	   profession,	   male	   teachers’	   engagement	  
with	   professional	   learning	   is	   also	   important	   to	   consider	   as,	   without	   this	   component	   to	   the	  
research,	   it	   is	   not	   evident	  whether	  male	   teachers	  might	   respond	   to	   professional	   learning	   in	  
quantitatively	  different	  ways	  to	  female	  teachers.	  	  In	  addition,	  the	  use	  of	  metropolitan	  schools	  
does	  not	  provide	   information	  on	  delivering	  professional	   learning	   in	   rural	   and	   regional	   areas,	  
which	  has	  unique	  challenges	  in	  Australia	  due	  to	  the	  remoteness	  of	  many	  schools.	  	  	  
The	   forms	   of	   data	   collection	   also	   need	   to	   be	   considered	   in	   terms	   of	   their	   limitations.	   	   Self-­‐
report	  measures	  are	  often	  criticised	  for	  being	  unreliable	  (Onafowora,	  2005)	  as	  teachers	  can	  be	  
reluctant	   to	   express	   beliefs	   that	  may	  be	   considered	  unpopular	   or	   out-­‐dated,	   and	   some	  may	  
not	  have	  the	  skills	  to	  express	  their	  beliefs	  (Gess-­‐Newsome,	  2002).	  	  Additionally,	  when	  asked	  to	  
report	   on	   their	   practice,	   teachers	   will	   often	   select	   approaches	   that	   reflect	   what	   is	   being	  
promoted	  as	  effective	  practice	  rather	  than	  their	  actual	  practice	  (Bos	  et	  al.,	  2001).	  	  As	  such,	  this	  
caution	  should	  be	  applied	  to	  both	  measures	  of	  teacher	  beliefs.	  	  Interview	  responses,	  like	  self-­‐
report	  measures,	  can	  be	  influenced	  by	  what	  the	  teachers	  think	  the	  Researcher	  wants	  to	  hear.	  
Observations	   of	   classroom	  practice	   can	   supplement	   this	   information,	   but	   this	   approach	   also	  
has	  its	  limitations	  as	  observations	  are	  undertaken	  at	  specific	  points	  in	  time	  and	  the	  researcher	  
can	  only	  report	  on	  the	  snapshot	  of	  teaching	  practice	  at	  that	  time.	  	  
Student	  assessment	  data	  were	  only	  collected	  from	  teachers	  who	  were	  involved	  in	  the	  Project	  
and	  then	  only	  for	  those	  students	  identified	  as	  experiencing	  difficulty	  developing	  reading	  skills.	  	  
Therefore,	   it	   was	   not	   possible	   to	   compare	   student	   growth	   between	   students	   being	   taught	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using	   explicit	   instructional	   methods	   and	   those	   consistently	   being	   taught	   using	   less	   explicit	  
approaches.	  	  	  
A	  further	  consideration	  when	  collecting	  data	  is	  that	  the	  importance	  of	  completing	  surveys	  and	  
questionnaires	   accurately	   is	  not	   always	  appreciated	  by	   research	  participants	   (Konza,	  2012b).	  	  
This	  can	  lead	  to	  inaccurate	  data,	  such	  as	  the	  instance	  where	  the	  celebratory	  wine	  was	  opened	  
before	   teachers	   completed	   the	   final	   survey	   instruments.	   	   In	   this	   instance	   it	   is	   impossible	   to	  
determine	  whether	  the	   lack	  of	   improvement	   in	  teacher	  knowledge	  and	  skills	  was	  a	  failure	  of	  
the	  professional	  learning	  or	  a	  failure	  to	  make	  the	  Project	  participants	  aware	  of	  the	  importance	  
of	  the	  data.	  	  	  
This	   case	   study	   research	  only	   serves	   to	   illuminate	  how	   some	   teachers	   responded	   to	   specific	  
stimuli	  in	  specific	  contexts.	  	  Despite	  these	  limitations,	  the	  information	  gathered	  in	  this	  process	  
is	  useful	  in	  identifying	  factors	  that	  can	  impact	  on	  the	  efficacy	  of	  professional	  learning	  to	  align	  
beliefs	   with	   research	   and	   develop	   the	   knowledge	   and	   skills	   necessary	   for	   teaching	   reading	  
effectively.	  	  	  
9.5. Implications	  and	  Recommendations	  
The	  practice	  of	  professional	  learning	  
The	  significance	  of	  this	  research	  is	  that	  it	  highlights	  a	  number	  of	  factors	  that	  can	  influence	  the	  
efficacy	  of	  professional	  learning	  in	  reading	  teaching	  and	  learning.	  	  One	  of	  the	  factors	  that	  this	  
Researcher	  perceived	  to	  be	  the	  most	  significant	  was	  the	  Project	  team’s	  hesitancy	  in	  explicitly	  
addressing	  the	  socio-­‐cultural	  context	  for	  reading	  instruction	  in	  the	  state	  in	  which	  this	  research	  
occurred.	   	   This	   resulted	   in	   some	  of	   the	  participants	   interpreting	   the	   content	  and	  purpose	  of	  
the	  professional	  learning	  from	  a	  different	  paradigm	  than	  the	  Project	  team	  intended.	  
The	  influence	  of	  feedback	  and	  the	  opportunities	  this	  provides	  for	  reflection	  is	  also	  highligted	  in	  
this	   research.	   	   Feedback	   from	   the	   Project	   team	   on	   teachers’	   PCK,	   and	   on	   their	   classroom	  
practice	   and	   clear,	   timely	   feedback	   on	   the	   children’s	   reading	   performance	  was	   necessary	   to	  
ensure	   that	   teachers	   engaged	   with	   the	   professional	   learning	   and	   benefitted	   from	   this	  
engagement.	   	   It	   is	   asserted	   by	   this	   resesarcher	   that	   feedback	   on	   PCK	   should	   be	   based	   on	  
identifying	  limitations	  in	  teachers’	  knowledge	  of	  content	  and	  pedagogy	  for	  teaching	  children	  to	  
read.	  	  Feedback	  on	  classroom	  practice	  can	  be	  facilitated	  by	  observations	  and	  coaching	  with	  a	  
focus	  on	  encouraging	  teachers	  to	  reflect	  on	  what	  they	  do	  and	  what	  beliefs	  inform	  this	  practice.	  	  
Similarly,	  feedback	  on	  children’s	  reading	  performance	  should	  focus	  on	  assessment	  outcomes,	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supporting	   teachers	   to	   interpret	   the	   data	   and	   encourage	   reflection	   on	   what	   this	   indicates	  
about	  teaching	  practice.	  
It	  was	  evident	  in	  this	  research	  that	  the	  process	  of	  enacting,	  receiving	  feedback	  and	  reflecting	  
on	  learning	  in	  order	  to	  change	  beliefs	  and	  improve	  PCK,	  and	  subsequently	  impact	  on	  practice,	  
requires	   time.	   	   As	   such,	   professsional	   learning	   interventions	   need	   to	   be	   undertaken	   over	  
extended	  periods	  of	  time	  to	  facilitate	  this	  process.	  	  Ensuring	  that	  implementation	  occurs	  early	  
in	   first	   term	   and	   continues	   into	   term	   4,	   after	   the	   second	   round	   of	   data	   collection,	   would	  
provide	  a	  more	  realistic	  time-­‐span	  for	  change.	  	  Continuing	  professional	  learning	  into	  a	  second	  
year	   could	   also	   be	   contemplated,	   but	   there	   are	   staffing	   and	   funding	   implications	   to	   be	  
considered	  when	  exploring	  this	  option.	  
Future	  research	  
This	   Researcher	   has	   asserted	   that	   differentiating	   professional	   learning	   would	   increase	   its	  
efficacy,	  but	  this	   is	  a	  complicated	  process	  and	  further	  research	   is	  required	  to	  determine	  how	  
differentiation	   is	   best	   achieved.	   	   There	   were	   indications	   that	   coaching	   could	   provide	   the	  
opportunity	  to	  scaffold	  reflection	  and	  individualise	  the	  professional	  learning	  and,	  as	  such,	  the	  
role	  of	   coaching	   in	   facilitating	  differentiated	   learning	   for	   teachers	  warrants	   further	   research.	  	  
In	  addition,	  the	  unpacking	  of	  student	  performance	  data	  was	  a	  challenge	  for	  some	  teachers	  in	  
the	  Project	  and	  the	   facilitators	  of	  professional	   learning	  would	  benefit	   from	  research	   into	   the	  
best	  way	  of	  presenting	  these	  data	  to	  teachers.	  	  	  
The	  Project	   team	  and	   the	  Researcher	  assumed	  that	   increasing	   teacher	  knowledge	  of	   literacy	  
constructs	   and	   effective	   reading	   instruction	   would	   be	   evident	   in	   all	   student-­‐teacher	  
interactions	   relating	   to	   reading	   instruction.	   	   This,	   however,	   was	   not	   the	   case	   and	   further	  
research	   is	   required	   to	   determine	   the	   relationships	   between	   withdrawal	   and	   whole	   class	  
teaching	  and	  the	  mechanism	  for	  ensuring	  that	  the	  skills	  for	  teaching	  reading	  in	  one	  context	  can	  
be	  transferred	  to	  another	  context	  when	  required.	  	  	  
9.6. Concluding	  Comments	  
Professional	  learning	  is	  often	  advocated	  as	  a	  panacea	  for	  all	  that	  ails	  the	  education	  system	  and	  
the	   teachers	   who	   work	   within	   this	   system	   are	   held	   responsible	   for	   making	   the	   changes	  
necessary	  to	  revive	  the	  system.	  	  Reading	  is	  consistently	  identified	  as	  a	  specific	  area	  in	  need	  of	  
improvement,	   and	   this	   has	   lead	   to	   an	   emphasis	   on	   professional	   learning	   and	   professional	  
development	   in	   reading	   instruction	   for	   teachers.	   	   Professional	   learning	   is	   a	   complex	   process	  
and,	  while	  the	  models	  currently	  being	  advocated	  contain	  vital	  elements	  required	  for	  success,	  it	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is	   fundamentally	  about	   individuals	  and	   the	  way	   they	  engage	  with	   the	  experiences	  offered	   to	  
them.	  	  The	  aspects	  of	  individual	  differences	  and	  relationships	  are	  often	  downplayed,	  as	  making	  
provision	  for	  either	  is	  time-­‐consuming	  and	  complex,	  and	  results	  unpredictable	  and	  potentially	  
chaotic,	  but	   this	   research	  highlights	   the	  significant	   impact	   these	   factors	  have	  on	  how	  people	  
engage	  with	  the	  learning	  experiences	  presented	  to	  them.	  	  	  
Despite	   the	   difficulties	   inherent	   in	   providing	   effective	   professional	   learning	   in	   the	   area	   of	  
literacy	  instruction,	  there	  is	  a	  great	  need	  to	  persist	  in	  these	  endeavours.	  	  Supporting	  teachers	  
to	  develop	  the	  practices	  required	  to	  deliver	  quality	  instruction	  assists	  students	  to	  develop	  the	  
independent	   reading	   skills	   necessary	   for	   their	   academic	   and	   personal	   success.	   	   Student	  
progress	   links	  directly	   to	  a	  teacher’s	  motivation	  to	  teach	  and,	   therefore,	  has	  the	  potential	   to	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Appendix	  A	  -­‐	  National	  Inquiry	  into	  the	  Teaching	  of	  Literacy	  (NITL)	  	  
Recommendations	  relevant	  to	  current	  study:	  
1.	  The	  Committee	  recommends	  that	  teachers	  be	  equipped	  with	  teaching	  strategies	  based	  on	  
findings	   from	  rigorous,	  evidence-­‐based	  research	   that	  are	  shown	  to	  be	  effective	   in	  enhancing	  
the	  literacy	  development	  of	  all	  children.	  
2.	   The	  Committee	   recommends	   that	   teachers	  provide	   systematic,	  direct	   and	  explicit	  phonics	  
instruction	   so	   that	   children	  master	   the	   essential	   alphabetic	   code-­‐breaking	   skills	   required	   for	  
foundational	   reading	   proficiency.	   Equally,	   that	   teachers	   provide	   an	   integrated	   approach	   to	  
reading	   that	   supports	   the	   development	   of	   oral	   language,	   vocabulary,	   grammar,	   reading	  
fluency,	  comprehension	  and	  the	  literacies	  of	  new	  technologies.	  
3.	  The	  Committee	  recommends	  that	  literacy	  teaching	  continue	  throughout	  schooling	  (K-­‐12)	  in	  
all	   areas	   of	   the	   curriculum.	   Literacy	   must	   be	   the	   responsibility	   of	   all	   teachers	   across	   the	  
curriculum,	   to	   provide	   an	   educationally	   sound	   program	   meeting	   the	   specific	   skill	   and	  
knowledge	  needs	  of	  individual	  children	  from	  diverse	  backgrounds	  and	  locations.	  
5.	  The	  Committee	  recommends	  that	  all	  education	  authorities	  and	  school	  leaders	  examine	  their	  
approaches	   to	   the	   teaching	   of	   literacy	   and	   put	   in	   place	   an	   explicit,	   whole-­‐school	   literacy	  
planning,	   monitoring	   and	   reviewing	   process	   in	   collaboration	   with	   school	   communities	   and	  
parents.	  
6.	   The	   Committee	   recommends	   that	   all	   schools	   identify	   a	   highly	   trained	   specialist	   literacy	  
teacher	   with	   specialised	   skills	   in	   teaching	   reading,	   to	   be	   responsible	   for	   linking	   the	   whole-­‐
school	   literacy	  planning	  process	  with	  classroom	  teaching	  and	  learning,	  and	  supporting	  school	  
staff	   in	   developing,	   implementing	   and	  monitoring	   progress	   against	   individual	   literacy	   plans,	  
particularly	  for	  those	  children	  experiencing	  reading	  and	  literacy	  difficulties.	  
8.	  The	  Committee	  recommends	  that	  Teaching	  Australia	  –	  Australian	  Institute	  for	  Teaching	  and	  
School	  Leadership,	  in	  consultation	  with	  relevant	  professional	  associations,	  employers	  from	  the	  
government	  and	  Catholic	  school	  sectors	  and	  representatives	  of	  the	  independent	  school	  sector,	  
together	   with	   relevant	   teacher	   institutes	   and	   registration	   bodies,	   develop	   and	   implement	  
national	   standards	   for	   literacy	   teaching,	   initial	   teacher	   registration,	   and	   for	   accomplished	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teaching,	  consistent	  with	  evidence-­‐based	  guides	   for	  practice.	   It	   is	   further	  recommended	  that	  
these	  standards	  form	  a	  basis	  for	  the	  accreditation	  of	  teacher	  preparation	  courses.	  
15.	   The	   Committee	   recommends	   that	   schools	   and	   employing	   authorities,	   working	   with	  
appropriate	  professional	  organisations	  and	  higher	  education	   institutions,	  provide	  all	   teachers	  
with	   appropriate	   induction	   and	   mentoring	   throughout	   their	   careers,	   and	   with	   ongoing	  
opportunities	  for	  evidence-­‐based	  professional	  learning	  about	  effective	  literacy	  teaching.	  	  	  	  
16.	  The	  Committee	  recommends	  that	  a	  national	  program	  of	  literacy	  action	  be	  established	  to:	  	  
•	   design	   a	   series	   of	   evidence-­‐based	   teacher	   professional	   learning	   programs	   focused	   on	  
effective	   classroom	   teaching,	   and	   later	   interventions	   for	   those	   children	  experiencing	   reading	  
difficulties;	  	  
•	  produce	  a	  series	  of	  evidence-­‐based	  guides	  for	  effective	  teaching	  practice,	  the	  first	  of	  which	  
should	  be	  on	  reading;	  
•	   evaluate	   the	   effectiveness	   of	   approaches	   to	   early	   literacy	   teaching	   (especially	   for	   early	  
reading)	  and	  professional	  learning	  programs	  for	  practising	  teachers;	  
•	  investigate	  ways	  of	  integrating	  the	  literacies	  of	  information	  and	  communication	  technologies	  
with	  traditional	  literacies	  in	  the	  classroom;	  
•	  establish	  networks	  of	   literacy/reading	  specialist	  Practitioners	  to	  facilitate	  the	  application	  of	  
research	  to	  practice;	  and	  
•	  promote	  research	  into	  the	  most	  effective	  teaching	  practices	  to	  be	  used	  when	  preparing	  pre-­‐
service	  teachers	  to	  teach	  reading.	  
(Department	  of	  Education	  Science	  and	  Training,	  2005)	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Appendix	  B	  –	  Response	  to	  Intervention	  Model	  
	  
	  
(OSEP	  Technical	  Assistance	  Centre	  on	  Effective	  Schoolwide	  Interventions,	  nd)	  




Appendix	  C	  -­‐	  Research	  Design	  
Improving	  Teachers’	  Reading	  Instruction	  through	  a	  Professional	  Learning	  Intervention	  
Overarching	  Research	  Question	  
How	   does	   the	   Professional	   Learning	   Project,	   focused	   on	   effective	   reading	   instruction	   to	  
improve	   student	   outcomes,	   impact	   on	   teachers'	   beliefs,	   reading	   pedagogical	   content	  
knowledge,	  and	  classroom	  practice?	  
	  
Specific	  Research	  Questions	  	  
1.	   How	  does	  the	  Project	  impact	  on	  teachers’	  beliefs	  about	  reading	  teaching	  and	  learning?	  
2.	   How	  does	  the	  Project	  impact	  on	  teachers’	  reading	  pedagogical	  content	  knowledge?	  
3.	   How	  does	   students’	   reading	  performance	   influence	   teachers’	   classroom	  practice	  and	  
beliefs	  about	  reading	  teaching	  and	  learning?	  
4.	   How	  does	  involvement	  in	  the	  Project	  impact	  on	  teachers’	  classroom	  reading	  practices	  
within	   a	   whole-­‐class	   context	   and	   with	   the	   children	   identified	   as	   having	   reading	  
difficulties?	  
5.	   What	  factors	  facilitate	  or	  inhibit	  changes	  in	  teacher’s	  beliefs,	  knowledge	  and	  practice?	  
	  
Phase	   Data	  Collection	  Instruments	   Source	   Research	  
Questions	  
Pre	   Stage	  
One	  
Theoretical	  orientation	  surveys	  (TORP)	  (DeFord,	  1985)	  	  Literacy	  block	  activity	  surveys	  	  Self-­‐efficacy	  scale	  	  
Survey	  of	  Literacy	  Constructs	  Related	  to	  
Literacy	  Acquisition	  (Joshi	  et	  al.,	  2009)	  	  Phonological	  awareness	  screening	  (Konza,	  2010a)	  	  Student	  assessment	  data	  using	  AIST,	  SPAT-­‐R	  and	  Educheck	  	  
All	  teachers	  involved	  in	  the	  project	  	  	  
RQ	  1	  	  	  RQ	  1	  and	  4	  	  RQ	  1	  and	  2	  	  RQ	  3	  	  	  RQ	  2	  	  	  RQ	  3	  
	   	   	   	  
Phase	  
One	  
Theoretical	  orientation	  surveys	  (TORP)	  	  	   Case	  study	  participants	  	  	   RQ	  1	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Literacy	  block	  activity	  surveys,	  	  Self-­‐efficacy	  scales	  	  
Survey	  of	  Literacy	  Constructs	  Related	  to	  
Literacy	  Acquisition	  	  Student	  assessment	  data	  using	  AIST,	  SPAT-­‐R	  and	  Educheck	  	  
Classroom	  observations:	  Audio	  recordings	  	  
Literacy	  Practices	  Guide	  checklist	  to	  identify	  classroom	  literacy	  practices	  Observation	  of	  student	  work	  samples	  	  
Artefacts:	  Teachers	  literacy	  programs	  	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
RQ	  1	  and	  4	  	  RQ	  1	  and	  2	  	  RQ	  3	  	  	  RQ	  3	  	  	  	  RQ	  2	  and	  4	  	  	  RQ	  2	  and	  4	  	  	  	  RQ	  2	  and	  4	  	  
	   	   	   	  
Phase	  
Two	  
Interviews	  Audio	  recording	  of	  interviews	  with	  teachers	  regarding	  their	  current	  practices	  in	  reading	  instruction.	  	  
Classroom	  observations	  Audio	  recordings	  
Literacy	  Practices	  Guide	  checklist	  	  Observation	  of	  student	  work	  samples	  	  
Case	  study	  participants	  	  	  	  	  
	  RQ	  1,	  2,	  3,	  4	  and	  5	  	  	  	  RQ	  2,	  3,	  and	  4	  	  	  
	   	   	   	  
Phase	  
Three	  
Theoretical	  orientation	  surveys	  (TORP)	  	  DeFord	  	  Literacy	  block	  activity	  surveys	  	  Self-­‐efficacy	  scale	  	  
Survey	  of	  Literacy	  Constructs	  Related	  to	  
Literacy	  Acquisition	  (Joshi	  et	  al.,	  2009)	  	  Phonological	  awareness	  screening	  	  Student	  assessment	  data	  using	  AIST,	  SPAT-­‐R	  and	  Educheck	  	  Post-­‐intervention	  questionnaire	  based	  on	  Ingvarson	  (Ingvarson	  et	  al.,	  2005).	  	  	  
Interviews	  Audio	  recording	  of	  interviews	  with	  teachers	  regarding:	  Perspectives	  on	  the	  impact	  of	  the	  project	  on	  
All	  teachers	  involved	  in	  the	  project	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Case	  study	  participants	  	  	  
RQ	  1	  	  	  RQ	  1	  and	  4	  	  RQ	  1	  and	  2	  	  RQ	  3	  	  	  RQ	  2	  	  RQ	  3	  	  	  RQ	  5	  	  	  RQ	  1,	  2,	  3,	  4	  and	  5	  	  
	  	  
241	  
their	   PCK,	   beliefs	   about	   teaching	   reading	  and	   factors	   that	   impacted	   on	   their	  engagement	  with	  the	  project.	  Any	   changes	   in	   their	   reading	   instruction	  practices	   since	   their	   involvement	   in	   the	  project	  	  	  





Interviews	  Audio	  recording	  of	  interviews	  with	  teachers	  regarding:	  Perspectives	  on	  the	  impact	  of	  the	  project	  on	  their	   PCK,	   beliefs	   about	   teaching	   reading	  and	   factors	   that	   impacted	   on	   their	  engagement	  with	  the	  project.	  Any	   changes	   in	   their	   reading	   instruction	  practices	   since	   their	   involvement	   in	   the	  project	  	  	  
Classroom	  observations	  Audio	  recordings	  
Literacy	  Practices	  Guide	  checklist	  	  Observation	  of	  student	  work	  samples	  	  
Case	  study	  participants	  	  	   RQ	  1,	  2,	  3,	  4	  and	  5	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  RQ	  2,	  3,	  and	  4	  	  	  	  	  
	   	  
	  	  
242	  
Appendix	  D	  -­‐	  The	  DeFord	  Theoretical	  Orientation	  to	  Reading	  Profile	  
Directions:	  Read	  the	  following	  statements,	  and	  circle	  one	  of	  the	  number	  responses	  that	  will	  
indicate	  the	  relationship	  of	  the	  statement	  to	  your	  feelings	  about	  reading	  and	  reading	  
instruction.	  SA	  1	  2	  3	  4	  5	  SD	  (select	  one	  best	  answer	  that	  reflects	  the	  strength	  of	  agreement	  or	  
disagreement-­‐-­‐SA	  is	  strong	  agreement,	  and	  SD	  is	  strong	  disagreement)	  
1.	  A	  child	  needs	  to	  be	  able	  to	  verbalize	  the	  rules	  of	  phonics	  in	  order	  to	  assure	  
proficiency	  in	  processing	  new	  words.	   SA	  1	  2	  3	  4	  5	  SD	  
2.	  An	  increase	  in	  reading	  errors	  is	  usually	  related	  to	  a	  decrease	  in	  
comprehension.	   SA	  1	  2	  3	  4	  5	  SD	  
3.	  Dividing	  words	  into	  syllables	  according	  to	  rules	  is	  a	  helpful	  instructional	  
practice	  for	  reading	  new	  words.	   SA	  1	  2	  3	  4	  5	  SD	  
4.	  Fluency	  and	  expression	  are	  necessary	  components	  of	  reading	  that	  indicate	  
good	  comprehension.	   SA	  1	  2	  3	  4	  5	  SD	  
5.	  Materials	  for	  early	  reading	  should	  be	  written	  in	  natural	  language	  without	  
concern	  for	  short,	  simple	  words	  and	  sentences.	   SA	  1	  2	  3	  4	  5	  SD	  
6.	  When	  children	  do	  not	  know	  a	  word,	  they	  should	  be	  instructed	  to	  sound	  out	  
its	  parts.	   SA	  1	  2	  3	  4	  5	  SD	  
7.	  It	  is	  a	  good	  practice	  to	  allow	  children	  to	  edit	  what	  is	  written	  into	  their	  own	  
dialect	  when	  learning	  to	  read.	   SA	  1	  2	  3	  4	  5	  SD	  
8.	  The	  use	  of	  a	  glossary	  or	  dictionary	  is	  necessary	  in	  determining	  the	  meaning	  
and	  pronunciation	  of	  new	  words.	   SA	  1	  2	  3	  4	  5	  SD	  
9.	  Reversals	  (e.	  g.,	  saying	  "saw"	  for	  "was")	  are	  significant	  problems	  in	  the	  
teaching	  of	  reading.	   SA	  1	  2	  3	  4	  5	  SD	  
10.	  It	  is	  good	  practice	  to	  correct	  a	  child	  as	  soon	  as	  an	  oral	  reading	  mistake	  is	  
made.	   SA	  1	  2	  3	  4	  5	  SD	  
11.	  It	  is	  important	  for	  a	  word	  to	  be	  repeated	  a	  number	  of	  times	  after	  it	  has	  
been	  introduced	  to	  insure	  that	  it	  will	  become	  a	  part	  of	  sight	  vocabulary.	   SA	  1	  2	  3	  4	  5	  SD	  
12.	  Paying	  close	  attention	  to	  punctuation	  marks	  is	  necessary	  to	  understanding	  
story	  content.	   SA	  1	  2	  3	  4	  5	  SD	  
13.	  It	  is	  a	  sign	  of	  an	  ineffective	  reader	  when	  words	  and	  phrases	  are	  repeated.	   SA	  1	  2	  3	  4	  5	  SD	  
14.	  Being	  able	  to	  label	  words	  according	  to	  grammatical	  function	  (nouns,	  etc.)	  
is	  useful	  in	  proficient	  reading.	   SA	  1	  2	  3	  4	  5	  SD	  
15.	  When	  coming	  to	  a	  word	  that's	  unknown,	  the	  reader	  should	  be	  encouraged	  
to	  guess	  based	  upon	  meaning	  and	  go	  on.	   SA	  1	  2	  3	  4	  5	  SD	  
16.	  Young	  readers	  need	  to	  be	  introduced	  to	  the	  root	  form	  of	  words	  (run,	  long)	  
before	  they	  are	  asked	  to	  read	  inflected	  forms	  (running,	  longest).	   SA	  1	  2	  3	  4	  5	  SD	  
17.	  It	  is	  not	  necessary	  for	  a	  child	  to	  know	  the	  letters	  of	  the	  alphabet	  in	  order	  
to	  learn	  to	  read.	   SA	  1	  2	  3	  4	  5	  SD	  
18.	  Flashcard	  drill	  with	  sight	  words	  is	  an	  unnecessary	  form	  of	  practice	  in	  
reading	  instruction.	   SA	  1	  2	  3	  4	  5	  SD	  
19.	  Ability	  to	  use	  accent	  patterns	  in	  multi-­‐syllable	  words	  (pho	  to	  graph,	  pho	  
tog	  ra	  phy,	  and	  pho	  to	  graph	  ic)	  should	  be	  developed	  as	  a	  part	  of	  reading	  
instruction.	  
SA	  1	  2	  3	  4	  5	  SD	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20.	  Controlling	  text	  through	  consistent	  spelling	  patterns	  (The	  fat	  cat	  ran	  back.	  
The	  fat	  cat	  sat	  on	  a	  hat.)	  is	  a	  means	  by	  which	  children	  can	  best	  learn	  to	  read.	   SA	  1	  2	  3	  4	  5	  SD	  
21.	  Formal	  instruction	  in	  reading	  is	  necessary	  to	  insure	  the	  adequate	  
development	  of	  all	  skills	  used	  in	  reading.	   SA	  1	  2	  3	  4	  5	  SD	  
22.	  Phonic	  analysis	  is	  the	  most	  important	  form	  of	  analysis	  used	  when	  meeting	  
new	  words.	   SA	  1	  2	  3	  4	  5	  SD	  
23.	  Children's	  initial	  encounters	  with	  print	  should	  focus	  on	  meaning,	  not	  upon	  
exact	  graphic	  representation.	   SA	  1	  2	  3	  4	  5	  SD	  
24.	  Word	  shapes	  (word	  configuration,	  b	  i	  g)	  should	  be	  taught	  in	  reading	  to	  aid	  
in	  word	  recognition.	   SA	  1	  2	  3	  4	  5	  SD	  
25.	  It	  is	  important	  to	  teach	  skills	  in	  relation	  to	  other	  skills.	   SA	  1	  2	  3	  4	  5	  SD	  
26.	  If	  a	  child	  says	  "house"	  for	  the	  written	  word	  "home,"	  the	  response	  should	  
be	  left	  uncorrected.	   SA	  1	  2	  3	  4	  5	  SD	  
27.	  It	  is	  not	  necessary	  to	  introduce	  new	  words	  before	  they	  appear	  in	  the	  
reading	  text.	   SA	  1	  2	  3	  4	  5	  SD	  
28.	  Some	  problems	  in	  reading	  are	  caused	  by	  readers	  dropping	  the	  inflectional	  
endings	  from	  words	  (e.g.,	  jumps,	  jumped).	   SA	  1	  2	  3	  4	  5	  SD	  
	  
Scoring	  Directions	  
1.	  Identify	  items	  5,	  7,	  15,	  17,	  18,	  23,	  26	  and	  27.	  
2.	  Score	  all	  other	  items	  1,	  2,	  3,	  4,	  6,	  8,	  9,	  10,	  11,	  12,	  13,	  14,	  16,	  19,	  20,	  21,	  22,	  24,	  25	  and	  28	  by	  
giving	  the	  number	  of	  points	  corresponding	  to	  the	  number	  circled	  in	  each	  item,	  i.e.,	  if	  a	  4	  is	  
circled,	  give	  4	  points,	  etc.	  Do	  not	  score	  items	  5,	  7,	  15,	  17,	  18,	  23,	  26	  and	  27	  when	  doing	  this.	  
3.	  Now	  score	  items	  5,	  7,	  15,	  17,	  18,	  23,	  26	  and	  27	  by	  reversing	  the	  process.	  If	  a	  1	  is	  circled,	  give	  
5	  points.	  If	  a	  2	  is	  circled,	  give	  4	  points,	  a	  3	  =	  3	  points,	  a	  4	  =	  2	  points,	  and	  a	  5	  =	  1	  point.	  
4.	  Add	  the	  total	  of	  the	  two	  scores	  for	  one	  total	  score	  and	  compare	  with	  the	  following	  scale.	  
• 0	  -­‐	  65	  points	  indicates	  a	  decoding	  perspective.	  	  
• 66	  -­‐	  110	  points	  indicates	  a	  skills	  perspective.	  	  
• 111	  -­‐	  140	  points	  indicates	  a	  whole	  language	  perspective.	  	  
Note:	  A	  score	  in	  the	  85	  -­‐	  120	  range	  would	  probably	  indicate	  the	  ability	  to	  learn	  to	  use	  
a	  balanced	  approach	  to	  reading	  instruction.	  
DeFord,	  D.	  E.	  	  (1985,	  Spring).	  TORP	  from	  Validating	  the	  construct	  of	  theoretical	  orientation	  in	  
reading	  instruction	  (TORP).	  	  Reading	  Research	  Quarterly,	  20(3),	  351-­‐367.	  Copyright	  1985	  by	  the	  
International	  Reading	  Association.	  www.reading.org	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Appendix	  E	  –	  Teaching	  Reading	  Self-­‐Efficacy	  Survey	  
Your Personal Code: __________________________________  
Teaching	  Reading	  
There are no right, or wrong, answers and your spontaneous and honest responses 
are important for the success of the study.  Your names will be removed once all the 
research data have been collated and you will not be identified individually to anyone 
outside of the research team or any other agency at any time without your permission.  
Your time and efforts are greatly appreciated.  
1. I	  know	  how	  to	  teach	  children	  to	  read.	  	  	  
	  
Strongly	  Disagree	  	   Disagree	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Somewhat	  Agree	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Agree	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Strongly	  Agree	  
	   	  	  	  1	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  2	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  3	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  4	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  5	  	  	  
	  
	  
2. I	  can	  still	  teach	  reading	  even	  when	  there	  is	  a	  lack	  of	  support	  from	  home.	  
	  
Strongly	  Disagree	  	   Disagree	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Somewhat	  Agree	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Agree	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Strongly	  Agree	  
	   	  	  	  1	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  2	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  3	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  4	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  5	  	  	  
	  
	  
3. I	  can	  teach	  students	  to	  read	  even	  if	  they	  are	  not	  interested	  in	  learning.	  
	  
Strongly	  Disagree	  	   Disagree	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Somewhat	  Agree	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Agree	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Strongly	  Agree	  
	   	  	  	  1	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  2	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  3	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  4	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  5	  	  	  
	  
	  
4. If	  I	  try	  really	  hard	  I	  am	  able	  to	  successfully	  teach	  reading	  skills	  to	  even	  the	  most	  
difficult	  students.	  	  
	  
Strongly	  Disagree	  	   Disagree	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Somewhat	  Agree	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Agree	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Strongly	  Agree	  
	   	  	  	  1	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  2	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  3	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  4	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  5	  	  	  
	  
	  
5. I	  am	  confident	  enough	  in	  my	  own	  reading	  instruction	  that	  I	  can	  support	  colleagues	  
who	  are	  experiencing	  difficulties	  in	  teaching	  reading.	  	  
	  
Strongly	  Disagree	  	   Disagree	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Somewhat	  Agree	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Agree	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Strongly	  Agree	  
	   	  	  	  1	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  2	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  3	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  4	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  5	  	  	  
	  
	  
6. If	  a	  child	  isn’t	  learning	  to	  read	  it	  is	  because	  I	  haven’t	  taught	  them	  properly.	  
	  
Strongly	  Disagree	  	   Disagree	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Somewhat	  Agree	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Agree	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Strongly	  Agree	  
1 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   2	   3	   4	   5	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Appendix	  E	  –	  Survey	  of	  Language	  Construct	  Related	  to	  Literacy	  Acquisition	  
Your	  Personal	  Code	  _______________	  
	  
	  
Please	  complete	  the	  following	  questions.	  	  
	  
1.	  How	  would	  you	  rate	  your	  ability	  to	  teach	  phonemic	  awareness?	  
a.	  minimal	  	   	   b.	  moderate	  	   	   c.	  very	  good	  	   	   d.	  expert	  
	  
2.	  How	  would	  you	  rate	  your	  ability	  to	  teach	  phonics?	  
a.	  minimal	  	   	   b.	  moderate	  	   	   c.	  very	  good	  	   	   d.	  expert	  
	  
3.	  How	  would	  you	  rate	  your	  ability	  to	  teach	  fluency?	  
a.	  minimal	  	   	   b.	  moderate	  	   	   c.	  very	  good	  	   	   d.	  expert	  
	  
4.	  How	  would	  you	  rate	  your	  ability	  to	  teach	  vocabulary?	  
a.	  minimal	  	   	   b.	  moderate	  	   	   c.	  very	  good	  	   	   d.	  expert	  
	  
5.	  How	  would	  you	  rate	  your	  ability	  to	  teach	  comprehension?	  
a.	  minimal	  	   	   b.	  moderate	  	   	   c.	  very	  good	  	   	   d.	  expert	  
	  
6.	  How	  would	  you	  rate	  your	  ability	  to	  teach	  children’s	  literature?	  
a.	  minimal	  	   	   b.	  moderate	  	   	   c.	  very	  good	  	   	   d.	  expert	  
	  
7.	  How	  would	  you	  rate	  your	  ability	  to	  teach	  literacy	  skills	  to	  English	  language	  learners	  (ELLs)?	  
a.	  minimal	  	   	   b.	  moderate	  	   	   c.	  very	  good	  	   	   d.	  expert	  
	  
8.	  How	  would	  you	  rate	  your	  ability	  to	  teach	  using	  assessment	  to	  inform	  reading	  instruction?	  
a.	  minimal	  	   	   b.	  moderate	  	   	   c.	  very	  good	  	   	   d.	  expert	  
	  
9.	  A	  phoneme	  refers	  to	  
a.	  a	  single	  letter	  	   b.	  a	  single	  speech	  sound	  	  	  	  	  c.	  a	  single	  unit	  of	  meaning	  	  	  	  d.	  a	  grapheme	  	  
e.	  no	  idea	  
	  
10.	  If	  tife	  is	  a	  word,	  the	  letter	  “i”	  would	  probably	  sound	  like	  the	  “i”	  in:	  
a.	  if	  	   b.	  beautiful	  	   c.	  find	  	   	   d.	  ceiling	  	   e.	  sing	  	   	   f.	  no	  idea	  
	  
11.	  A	  combination	  of	  two	  or	  three	  consonants	  pronounced	  so	  that	  each	  letter	  keeps	  its	  own	  
identity	  is	  called:	  
a.	  silent	  consonant	  b.	  consonant	  digraph	  c.	  diphthong	  d.	  consonant	  blend	  
e.	  no	  idea	  
	  
12.	  How	  many	  speech	  sounds	  are	  in	  the	  following	  words?	  For	  example,	  the	  word	  “cat”	  has	  3	  
speech	  sounds	  ‘k’-­‐‘a’-­‐‘t.’	  Speech	  sounds	  do	  not	  necessarily	  equal	  the	  number	  of	  letters.	  
a.	  box	   	   ____	  
b.	  grass	  ____	   	   	  
c.	  ship	   	   ____	  
d.	  moon	   ____	  
e.	  brush	   ____	  
f.	  knee	   	   ____	  




13.	  What	  type	  of	  task	  would	  the	  following	  be?	  “Say	  the	  word	  ‘cat.’	  Now	  say	  the	  word	  without	  
the	  /k/	  sound.”	  
a.	  blending	  	   b.	  rhyming	  	   c.	  segmentation	  	   d.	  deletion	  	   e.	  no	  idea	  
	  
14.	  A	  soft	  c	  is	  in	  the	  word:	  
a.	  Chicago	  	   b.	  cat	  	   	  	  	  	  c.	  chair	  	   d.	  city	   	   e.	  none	  of	  the	  above	   	   f.	  no	  
idea	  
	  
15.	  Identify	  the	  pair	  of	  words	  that	  begins	  with	  the	  same	  sound:	  
a.	  joke-­‐goat	  	   	  	  	  	  b.	  chef-­‐shoe	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  c.	  quiet-­‐giant	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  d.	  chip-­‐chemist	  	   	  	  e.	  no	  idea	  
	  
(The	  next	  2	  items	  involve	  saying	  a	  word	  and	  then	  reversing	  the	  order	  of	  the	  sounds.	  For	  
example,	  the	  word	  “back”	  would	  be	  “cab.”)	  
	  
16.	  If	  you	  say	  the	  word,	  and	  then	  reverse	  the	  order	  of	  the	  sounds,	  ice	  would	  be:	  
a.	  easy	  	  b.	  sea	  	   	   c.	  size	  	   	   d.	  sigh	  	   	   e.	  no	  idea	  
	  
17.	  If	  you	  say	  the	  word,	  and	  then	  reverse	  the	  order	  of	  the	  sounds,	  enough	  would	  be:	  
a.	  fun	  	   	   b.	  phone	  	   c.	  funny	  	   d.	  one	  	   	   e.	  no	  idea	  
	  
18.	  All	  of	  the	  following	  nonsense	  words	  have	  a	  silent	  letter,	  except:	  
a.	  bamb	  	   b.	  wrin	  	  c.	  shipe	  	   d.	  knam	  	   e.	  phop	  	   f.	  no	  idea	  
	  
19.	  For	  each	  of	  the	  words	  on	  the	  left,	  determine	  the	  number	  of	  syllables	  and	  the	  number	  of	  
morphemes.	  (Please	  be	  sure	  to	  give	  both	  the	  number	  of	  syllables	  and	  the	  number	  of	  
morphemes,	  even	  though	  it	  may	  be	  the	  same	  number.)	  
#	  of	  syllables	  	   	   #	  of	  morphemes	  
a.	  disassemble	   	   ____	   	   	   ____	  
b.	  heaven	   	   ____	   	   	   ____	  
c.	  observer	   	   ____	   	   	   ____	  
d.	  spinster	   	   ____	   	   	   ____	  
e.	  pedestal	   	   ____	   	   	   ____	  
f.	  frogs	   	   	   ____	   	   	   ____	  
g.	  teacher	   	   ____	   	   	   ____	  
	  
20.	  Which	  of	  the	  following	  words	  has	  an	  example	  of	  a	  final	  stable	  syllable?	  
a.	  wave	  	   b.	  bacon	  	   c.	  paddle	  	   d.	  napkin	  	   e.	  none	  of	  the	  above	  	   f.	  no	  
idea	  
	  
21.	  Which	  of	  the	  following	  words	  has	  2	  closed	  syllables?	  
a.	  wave	  	   b.	  bacon	  	   c.	  paddle	  	   d.	  napkin	  	   e.	  none	  of	  the	  above	  	   f.	  no	  
idea	  
	  
22.	  Which	  of	  the	  following	  words	  contains	  an	  open	  syllable?	  
a.	  wave	  	   b.	  bacon	  	   c.	  paddle	  	   d.	  napkin	  	   e.	  none	  of	  the	  above	  	   f.	  no	  
idea	  
	  
23.	  Phonological	  awareness	  is:	  
a.	  the	  ability	  to	  use	  letter-­‐sound	  correspondences	  to	  decode.	  
b.	  the	  understanding	  of	  how	  spoken	  language	  is	  broken	  down	  and	  manipulated.	  
c.	  a	  teaching	  method	  for	  decoding	  skills.	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d.	  the	  same	  as	  phonics.	  
e.	  no	  idea	  
	  
24.	  Phonemic	  awareness	  is:	  
a.	  the	  same	  as	  phonological	  awareness.	  
b.	  the	  understanding	  of	  how	  letters	  and	  sounds	  are	  put	  together	  to	  form	  words.	  
c.	  the	  ability	  to	  break	  down	  and	  manipulate	  the	  individual	  sounds	  in	  spoken	  language.	  
d.	  the	  ability	  to	  use	  sound-­‐symbol	  correspondences	  to	  spell	  new	  words.	  
e.	  no	  idea	  
	  
25.	  Morphemic	  analysis	  is:	  
a.	  an	  instructional	  approach	  that	  involves	  evaluation	  of	  meaning	  based	  on	  multiple	  senses	  
b.	  an	  understanding	  of	  the	  meaning	  of	  letters	  and	  their	  sounds	  
c.	  studying	  the	  structure,	  functions,	  and	  relations	  of	  meaningful	  linguistic	  units	  occurring	  in	  
language	  
d.	  classifying	  and	  recording	  of	  individual	  speech	  sounds	  
e.	  no	  idea	  
	  
26.	  Etymology	  is:	  
a.	  not	  really	  connected	  to	  the	  development	  of	  reading	  skills	  
b.	  the	  study	  of	  the	  history	  and	  development	  of	  the	  structures	  and	  meaning	  of	  words	  
c.	  the	  study	  of	  the	  causes	  of	  disabilities	  
d.	  the	  study	  of	  human	  groups	  through	  first-­‐hand	  observation	  
e.	  no	  idea	  
	  
27.	  Reading	  a	  text	  and	  answering	  questions	  based	  on	  explicit	  information	  found	  within	  the	  text	  
describes:	  
a.	  inferential	  comprehension	  
b.	  literal	  comprehension	  
c.	  summarization	  
d.	  question	  generating	  
e.	  no	  idea	  
	  
28.	  Questions	  that	  combine	  background	  knowledge	  and	  text	  information	  to	  create	  a	  response	  
describes	  which	  of	  the	  following:	  
a.	  inferential	  comprehension	  
b.	  literal	  comprehension	  
c.	  morphemic	  analysis	  
d.	  reciprocal	  teaching	  
e.	  no	  idea	  
	  
29.	  Moving	  beyond	  the	  text,	  questioning,	  and	  understanding	  the	  relationship	  that	  exists	  
between	  the	  author	  and	  the	  reader	  describes:	  
a.	  inferential	  comprehension	  
b.	  reciprocal	  teaching	  
c.	  etymology	  
d.	  critical	  reading	  
e.	  no	  idea	  
30.	  Which	  of	  the	  following	  is	  a	  phonemic	  awareness	  activity?	  
a.	  having	  a	  student	  segment	  the	  sounds	  in	  the	  word	  cat	  orally	  
b.	  having	  a	  student	  spell	  the	  word	  cat	  aloud	  
c.	  having	  a	  student	  sound	  out	  the	  word	  cat	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d.	  having	  a	  student	  recite	  all	  the	  words	  that	  they	  can	  think	  of	  that	  rhyme	  with	  cat	  
e.	  no	  idea	  
31.	  Which	  of	  the	  following	  is	  not	  a	  reciprocal	  teaching	  activity?	  
a.	  summarization	  
b.	  question-­‐generating	  
c.	  using	  graphic	  organizers	  
d.	  clarifying	  
e.	  no	  idea	  
	  
32.	  Which	  of	  the	  following	  is	  a	  semantic	  mapping	  activity?	  
a.	  concept	  of	  definition	  word	  web	  
b.	  hinks	  pinks	  
c.	  writing	  a	  brief	  definition	  of	  different	  terms	  
d.	  predicting	  
e.	  no	  idea	  
	  
33.	  Instruction	  in	  summarizing	  will	  contribute	  to	  all	  of	  the	  following	  except:	  
a.	  readers	  more	  accurately	  identify	  main	  ideas	  
b.	  summarizing	  improves	  memory	  for	  what	  is	  read	  
c.	  ability	  to	  recall	  and	  answer	  questions	  improves	  
d.	  enhances	  student	  generation	  of	  inferential	  questions	  
e.	  no	  idea	  
	  
34.	  What	  is	  the	  rule	  that	  governs	  the	  use	  of	  ‘c’	  in	  the	  initial	  position	  for	  /k/?	  
a.	  ‘c’	  is	  used	  for	  /k/	  in	  the	  initial	  position	  before	  e,	  i,	  or	  y	  
b.	  the	  use	  of	  ‘c’	  for	  /k/	  in	  the	  initial	  position	  is	  random	  and	  must	  be	  memorized	  
c.	  ‘c’	  is	  used	  for	  /k/	  in	  the	  initial	  position	  before	  a,	  o,	  u,	  or	  any	  consonant	  
d.	  none	  of	  the	  above	  
e.	  no	  idea	  
	  
35.	  What	  is	  the	  rule	  that	  governs	  the	  use	  of	  ‘k’	  in	  the	  initial	  position	  for	  /k/?	  
a.	  ‘k’	  is	  used	  for	  /k/	  in	  the	  initial	  position	  before	  e,	  i,	  or	  y	  
b.	  the	  use	  of	  ‘k’	  for	  /k/	  in	  the	  initial	  position	  is	  random	  and	  must	  be	  memorized	  
c.	  ‘k’	  is	  used	  for	  /k/	  in	  the	  initial	  position	  before	  a,	  o,	  u,	  or	  any	  consonant	  
d.	  none	  of	  the	  above	  
e.	  no	  idea	  
	  
36.	  Which	  answer	  best	  describes	  the	  reason	  for	  an	  older	  student’s	  misspelling	  of	  the	  following	  
words?	  
	  hav	  (for	  have)	  luv	  (for	  love)	  
a.	  the	  student	  spelled	  the	  word	  phonetically	  
b.	  the	  student	  has	  not	  been	  taught	  that	  English	  words	  do	  not	  end	  in	  v	  
c.	  the	  student	  is	  using	  invented	  spelling	  
d.	  the	  student	  must	  memorize	  the	  spellings	  of	  these	  irregular	  words	  
e.	  no	  idea	  
	  
37.	  A	  morpheme	  refers	  to:	  
a.	  a	  single	  letter	  
b.	  a	  single	  speech	  sound	  
c.	  a	  single	  unit	  of	  meaning	  
d.	  a	  grapheme	  






38.	  What	  is	  the	  root	  in	  the	  word	  audience?	  
a.	  aud	  
b.	  ience	  
c.	  no	  root	  in	  the	  word	  audience	  
d.	  audible	  
e.	  no	  idea	  
	  
39.	  For	  each	  of	  the	  words	  on	  the	  left,	  please	  list	  the	  prefix,	  root,	  and	  suffix.	  (You	  may	  use	  a	  
dash	  to	  represent	  “none.”	  If	  two	  fall	  under	  one	  category,	  please	  list	  both.)	  prefix	  root	  suffix	  
a.	  undetermined	   	  
b.	  uniform	   	   	  
c.	  under	   	   	  
d.	  unknowingly	   	  
e.	  conductor	   	   	  
f.	  disruption	   	   	   	  
g.	  immaterial	   	   	  
	  
40.	  Question	  answering	  and	  question	  generation	  have	  been	  found	  in	  scientific	  research	  to	  
improve	  all	  of	  the	  following	  skills	  except:	  
a.	  guide	  and	  monitor	  reading	  comprehension	  skills	  
b.	  instruction	  of	  specific	  word	  meanings	  with	  vocabulary	  practice	  
c.	  integrating	  and	  identifying	  main	  ideas	  through	  summarizing	  
d.	  some	  improvement	  in	  general	  reading	  comprehension	  on	  standardized	  comprehension	  tests	  
e.	  no	  idea	  
	  
41.	  Story	  structure	  could	  best	  be	  taught	  using	  which	  of	  the	  following:	  
a.	  the	  use	  of	  questions	  and	  graphic	  organizers	  such	  as	  story	  maps	  
b.	  the	  focus	  should	  be	  on	  the	  characters	  in	  the	  story	  and	  less	  about	  the	  setting	  and	  things	  that	  
happen	  in	  the	  story	  
c.	  repeated	  readings	  
d.	  simultaneous	  oral	  reading	  
e.	  relying	  specifically	  on	  a	  child’s	  background	  knowledge	  
	  
42.	  Comprehension	  monitoring	  would	  be	  considered	  similar	  to	  or	  the	  same	  as:	  
a.	  metacognitive	  awareness	  
b.	  examples	  and	  comparisons	  used	  to	  develop	  an	  understanding	  of	  an	  abstract	  idea	  
c.	  relating	  two	  or	  more	  sets	  of	  ideas	  
d.	  schema	  theory	  
e.	  no	  idea	  
	  
43.	  Cooperative	  learning	  has	  been	  determined	  to	  be	  relevant	  in	  the	  area	  of	  instruction.	  This	  
type	  of	  learning	  is	  described	  effectively	  in	  which	  of	  the	  following	  scenarios:	  
a.	  Students	  create	  individual	  travel	  posters	  to	  share	  with	  the	  classroom	  and	  “sell”	  them	  on	  the	  
idea	  of	  travelling	  to	  their	  respective	  states	  and/or	  countries.	  
b.	  Each	  student	  generates	  vocabulary	  words	  as	  they	  look	  over	  their	  upcoming	  story	  for	  the	  
following	  week	  and	  the	  teacher	  follows	  with	  a	  comprehensive	  list	  of	  their	  collection	  of	  words	  
as	  a	  group.	  
c.	  Students	  are	  assigned	  to	  planet	  groups	  and	  generate	  reports	  and	  demonstrations	  about	  
their	  particular	  planet.	  
	  	  
250	  
d.	  I	  do	  not	  know	  how	  to	  effectively	  use	  cooperative	  learning.	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Aims:	  
By	  the	  end	  of	  the	  project,	  teachers	  will	  be	  able	  to;	  
• identify	  Year	  2	  students	  who	  are	  experiencing	  difficulty	  in	  the	  uptake	  
of	  reading;	  
• develop	  and	  implement	  targeted	  intervention	  strategies,	  	  adding	  
explicit	  teaching	  of	  early	  reading	  skills	  in	  the	  broader	  First	  Steps	  
literacy	  approach	  







Timeline	   Project	  Activity	   Outcomes	  
Term	  1,	  
Week	  3	  
Professional	  Learning	  and	  Project	  Planning	  
Day	  
• Teachers	  will	  be	  provided	  with	  information	  about	  the	  
project	  and	  given	  the	  opportunity	  to	  discuss	  their	  
needs	  and	  expectations.	  
• Teachers	  will	  learn	  about	  the	  key	  components	  of	  
reading	  acquisition	  and	  effective	  learning	  and	  
teaching	  strategies	  to	  facilitate	  this.	  	  	  
• There	  will	  be	  the	  opportunity	  for	  teachers	  to	  network	  
and	  build	  relationships	  with	  their	  colleagues	  from	  
other	  schools	  within	  the	  cluster.	  
Term	  1,	  
Weeks	  5	  &	  7	  
2	  X	  2	  hour	  Check-­‐in	  sessions	  with	  
teachers,	  First	  Steps	  TTT	  and	  GIRL’s	  	  
• Teachers,	  First	  Steps	  TTT	  and	  GIRL’s	  will	  learn	  how	  to	  
use	  the	  AIST,	  SPATR	  and	  Educheck.	  
Term	  2,	  
Week	  3	  




2	  hour	  Check-­‐in	  Session	   • Teachers	  will	  discuss	  their	  progress	  	  
• ECU	  will	  provide	  additional	  professional	  learning	  
identified	  	  as	  required	  by	  teachers	  	  
Term	  2,	  
Weeks	  4-­‐11	  
Visit	  schools	  to	  meet	  with	  teachers	  who	  
request	  individual	  school	  support	  to	  assist	  
with	  analysis	  and	  interpretation	  of	  data	  
results	  
• Teachers	  increase	  their	  understanding	  and	  
interpretation	  of	  their	  data	  and	  the	  implications	  for	  
planning	  an	  intervention	  for	  targeted	  students	  
• ECU	  increases	  their	  understanding	  and	  awareness	  of	  
each	  school’s	  contexts	  and	  needs	  
Term	  3,	  
Week	  2	  &	  3	  
Facilitate	  two	  whole	  cluster	  check	  in	  
sessions	  presenting	  on	  key	  messages	  and	  
explicit	  teaching	  strategies	  related	  to	  key	  
issues	  from	  the	  data,	  including	  modelling	  
of	  strategies	  and	  guided	  practice	  by	  
teachers	  
• Teachers	  increase	  and	  consolidate	  their	  skills	  and	  
understanding	  of	  what	  and	  how	  to	  explicitly	  teach	  
reading	  to	  targeted	  students	  
• Teachers	  can	  plan	  specific	  interventions	  for	  target	  
students	  using	  strategies	  presented	  and	  learnt.	  
Term	  3,	  
Week	  6	  
Present	  an	  expert	  session	  for	  First	  Steps	  
Train	  the	  Trainers	  and	  GIRL’s	  on	  how	  to	  
synthesise	  testing	  data,	  theories	  
underpinning	  the	  approach	  and	  how	  
these	  teaching	  strategies	  fit	  into	  the	  
broader	  First	  Steps	  framework.	  	  	  
• School	  literacy	  experts	  increase	  and	  consolidate	  their	  
understanding	  of	  theories	  and	  frameworks	  for	  
teaching	  reading	  strategies	  	  
• Cluster	  builds	  their	  capacity	  on	  provide	  ongoing	  
support	  to	  teachers	  on	  how	  to	  collect	  and	  review	  
data,	  to	  inform	  the	  development	  and	  delivery	  of	  
intervention	  plans	  using	  explicit	  teaching	  strategies.	  
Term	  3,	  
Week	  10	  
Collaborative	  session	  sharing	  feedback	  on	  
planning	  and	  implementation	  of	  
intervention	  strategies.	  Facilitate	  sharing	  
of	  ideas,	  successes	  and	  challenges	  
between	  schools,	  and	  teachers	  can	  
nominate	  specific	  topics	  to	  be	  addressed	  
at	  the	  next	  session.	  
• Teachers	  build	  professional	  networks	  with	  colleagues	  
from	  other	  schools	  and	  consolidate	  their	  skills	  and	  
understanding	  of	  what	  and	  how	  to	  explicitly	  teach	  
reading	  to	  targeted	  students	  	  
• ECU	  collects	  information	  on	  teacher	  progress,	  needs	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Vowels	  












Plosives	  	   	   	   	   	   	  	  	  Fricatives	  
Symbol	   Pronunciation	   Example	  
p	   as	  in	  'pet'	   pɛt	  
b	   as	  in	  'bet'	   bɛt	  
t	   as	  in	  'tale'	   teɪl	  
d	   as	  in	  'dale'	   deɪl	  
k	   as	  in	  'came'	   keɪm	  
ɡ	   as	  in	  'game'	   ɡeɪm	  
	  
Affricates	  
Symbol	   Pronunciation	   Example	  
tʃ	   as	  in	  'choke'	   tʃoʊk	  
dʒ	   as	  in	  'joke'	   dʒoʊk	  
Symbol	   Pronunciation	   Example	  
i	   as	  in	  'peat'	   pit	  
ʊ	   as	  in	  'put'	   pʊt	  
ɪ	   as	  in	  'pit'	   pɪt	  
u	   as	  in	  'pool'	   pul	  
ɛ	   as	  in	  'pet'	   pɛt	  
ɜ	   as	  in	  'pert'	   pɜt	  
æ	   as	  in	  'pat'	   pæt	  
ə	   	   as	  in	  'apart'	   ə'pat	  
a	   as	  in	  'part'	   pat	  
ɒ	   as	  in	  'pot'	   pɒt	  
ʌ	   as	  in	  'putt'	   pʌt	  
ɔ	   as	  in	  'port'	   pɔt	  
æ̃	   as	  in	  French	  'vin'	   væ̃	  
y	   as	  in	  French	  'rue'	   ry	  
ɒ̃	   as	  in	  'bon	  voyage'	   bɒ̃	  vwaˈjaʒ	  
Symbol	   Pronunciation	   Example	  
aɪ	   as	  in	  'buy'	   baɪ	  
eɪ	   as	  in	  'bay'	   beɪ	  
ɔɪ	   as	  in	  'boy'	   bɔɪ	  
aʊ	   as	  in	  'how'	   haʊ	  
oʊ	   as	  in	  'hoe'	   hoʊ	  
ɪə	   as	  in	  'here'	   hɪə	  
ɛə	   as	  in	  'hair'	   hɛə	  
ʊə	   as	  in	  'tour'	   tʊə	  
Symbol	   Pronunciation	   Example	  
f	   as	  in	  'fine'	   faɪn	  
v	   as	  in	  'vine'	   vaɪn	  
θ	   as	  in	  'thin'	   θɪn	  
ð	   as	  in	  'then'	   ðɛn	  
s	   as	  in	  'seal'	   sil	  
z	   as	  in	  'zeal'	   zil	  
ʃ	   as	  in	  'show'	   ʃoʊ	  
ʒ	   as	  in	  'measure'	   'mɛʒə	  
h	   as	  in	  'heal'	   hil	  




Symbol	   Pronunciation	   Example	  
m	   as	  in	  'mail'	   meɪl	  
n	   as	  in	  'nail'	   neɪl	  
ŋ	   as	  in	  'sing'	   sɪŋ	  
Semi-­‐vowels	  
Symbol	   Pronunciation	   Example	  
j	   as	  in	  'you'	   ju	  
w	   as	  in	  'woo'	   wu	  
Laterals	  
Symbol	   Pronunciation	   Example	  
l	   as	  in	  'last'	   last	  
Stress	  
Primary	  stress:	  
Symbol	   Pronunciation	   Example	  
ˈ	   as	  in	  'clatter'	   ˈklætə	  
Secondary	  stress:	  
Symbol	   Pronunciation	   Example	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